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And so I say very respectfully, the
American people don’t want to see
their tax dollars used to fund abortion
overseas, and the American people
don’t want to see their taxpayer dol-
lars used to make in-kind contribu-
tions to organizations that fund abor-
tion and promote abortion as well.

Mrs. LOWEY. I am pleased to yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut.

Ms. DELAURO. Chairwoman LOWEY
has made it perfectly clear her intent
to allow only for the provision of do-
nated contraceptives. Some of our col-
leagues have expressed concerns that
the language, as currently written,
could be interpreted more broadly than
intended. Therefore, Chairwoman
LoOwEY is offering this amendment to
clarify this provision.

This amendment is crystal clear, my
friends. It would only allow nongovern-
mental organizations to receive U.S.
donated contraceptives, not funds, for
distribution to millions of men and
women in desperate need of these prod-
ucts.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot reduce
abortions without contraception. That
is a fact. Contraception is about pre-
vention. My colleagues on the other
side of the aisle want to talk about pre-
vention, that is the focus of this
amendment.

And let me just say this to all of my
colleagues; for those in this body who
proclaim to want to protect lives and
to save lives and that is your mission,
you have but one choice in this debate,
and that is to support the Lowey
amendment.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I have one
more speaker in this round.

The gentlelady has the right to close,
is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia who is in opposition to
the amendment has the right to close.

Mr. WOLF. Would the gentlewoman
like to proceed, then?

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Ohio.
gentlelady.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to make
one point. We heard the word ‘‘fun-
gible” and ‘‘fungibility’> more than
once today. I just want to apply that
logic to China because we’ve heard
about China today.

According to the logic of money
being fungible, all of the money that
our friends on the other side over the
past 6 years who have borrowed from
China, allowed China to make money
on the interest, and therefore use that
money to have forced abortions in
China, that’s fungible.

Mr. Chairman, I wish the other side
was as concerned about forced abor-
tions in China when they were busting
the budget over the last 6 years.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is
reminded that she is not allowed to
yield blocks of time. She is allowed to
yield time, but not in set amounts.

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island.

Mr. LANGEVIN. I
gentlelady for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful to have
this opportunity to rise in support of
the Lowey amendment.

I share Chairwoman LOWEY’S con-
cerns about the lack of access to con-
traceptives, the lifesaving tool for dis-
ease prevention in the developing word.

I thank the

thank the

The World Health Organization esti-
mates that 80 million women face un-
wanted pregnancies each year. More
than 150 million couples have no access
to family planning, and more than
75,000 women die each year due to com-
plications related to unsafe abortion.
These staggering statistics reflect the
dire situation in countries such as
Ghana, Ethiopia, Romania and many
others as nations struggle to provide
health care and basic services to their
citizens.

It is a tragedy that 24.5 million peo-
ple are living with HIV in sub-Saharan
Africa, where more than 12 million
children have been orphaned by AIDS.
I know that I speak for the vast major-
ity of Americans when I say that we
have a responsibility to respond to this
crisis.

Like so many of my colleagues, I am
opposed to abortion. And this position
compels me to work to promote access
to contraception and other methods of
pregnancy prevention. I also feel that
being pro-life means working to pro-
tect life at all stages, and to alleviate
suffering wherever I am able to do so is
an important priority. Rarely has the
world known such intense suffering as
that faced by sub-Saharan Africa
today.

Mr. Chairman, we must do every-
thing in our power to ensure that the
money we spend on international fam-
ily planning, $441 million in this bill,
will be used in the most effective way.
The Lowey amendment makes sure
that we do that.

I want to thank Chairwoman LOWEY
for her leadership.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, this de-
bate has been crystal clear. You know,
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at times we’ve Kind of passed over each
other, but it isn’t about abortion. I also
want to thank the gentlelady for put-
ting clauses on abortion in the bill.
And it’s not about family planning, be-
cause this doesn’t change the family
planning fund.

There is only one debate here, and
that is, should family planning money
go to organizations that advocate or
perform abortion? And that is really
what this is about. Those organizations
are restricted under the Mexico City
Policy. And that is in fact, in the view
of people who are against abortion,
providing public funds if you provide
the condoms or whatever you’'re giving
in in-kind aid.

Now, for example, as a Republican
candidate, I'm not likely to get cash
funding from anybody on your side of
the aisle. But I have a feeling that if
somebody donated stamps to me or do-
nated a mailing to me or donated
things in my office, your side would
view that the same as a cash contribu-
tion. And people back home can under-
stand that money this direct is, in fact,
fungible. We have had this debate since
I've been in Congress on faith-based.
Every time the faith-based argument
comes up, your side of the aisle argues
that giving money to pay for preach-
ers’ expenses, for electricity at a Chris-
tian organization, is in fact the same
as a direct contribution to those faith-
based organizations. You can’t have it
both ways.

In fact, this is fungible money. The
debate if you’re against abortion is,
you do not believe that money should
g0 to organizations, taxpayer money,
taken and collected from people who
have a passionate opposition to abor-
tion as well as those who favor abor-
tion, should go to organizations that
advocate that. If you’re for abortion,
you believe that should be allowed.
And that’s clearly what we’ve estab-
lished in this debate. It’s crystal clear.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, this is the
article that I referred to, Public Radio,
I'll put it in the RECORD. It says, Morn-
ing Edition, April 23. ‘“‘During the past
week, dozens of women in southwest
China have been forced to have abor-
tions even as late as 9 months into the
pregnancy, according to evidence un-
covered by NPR.” It goes on, mentions
a family which Liang describes how
they told her that she would have to
have an abortion. ‘““You don’t have any
more room for maneuver,” he says
they told her. “If you don’t go to the
hospital, we’ll carry you.”” The couple
was then driven to Youjiang district
maternity ward in Baise City. ‘I was
scared,” Wei told NPR. ‘“The hospital
was full of women who had been
brought in forcibly. There wasn’t a sin-
gle spare bed. The family planning peo-
ple said forced abortions or forced ster-
ilization were both being carried out.
We saw women being pulled in one by
one.”
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Now, in answer to Mr. RYAN’s com-
ment, Mr. RYAN, I led the opposition
over here in opposition to PNTR. Presi-
dent Clinton was one of the biggest
supporters. He accused President Bush,
criticized him, and then switched and
strongly supported it.

I have sent your office, with due re-
spect, probably 25 letters asking you as
a Blue Dog member to cosponsor a bill
that I have, and I'll do it again, on the
SAFE Commission. On my SAFE Com-
mission I have eight Members from the
Democratic Party, eight Members from
the Republican Party, and I put every-
thing on the table, tax policy. Someone
on your side said there is no Repub-
lican over there that would do it. I put
tax policy on it. Some of my people
don’t like it, but we do. We also put all
the entitlements to save the country.

I agree with you. God bless you. I
agree that the debt that the Saudis
hold is terrible. The debt that the Chi-
nese hold. And I would beg you, be-
cause I know you’re a good person, I
watch you in committee, I followed
your campaigns, join me in the SAFE
Commission. We can get a handle on
this deficit that we have in the coun-
try. This places a partisan political pit,
and both sides are at each other.

So what I want to do is what we did
on the Iraq Study Group, get eight Re-
publicans and eight Democrats, give 1
year, this is modeled after David Walk-
er, the GAO, to go around the country
and educate and talk to the American
people and listen. And then we use the
Base Closing Commission concept
whereby this Congress has to vote.

You’re right. The amount of debt
that the Chinese hold is horrible and
that the Saudis hold. And I have writ-
ten you over and over. The fact is, I
will say it right now, I've been sur-
prised that I haven’t had anybody from
your side cosponsor, because I will stip-
ulate you care about the deficit as
much as I do, maybe as a newer Mem-
ber you may actually care about it
more. But I agree with you, and the
SAFE Commission is the opportunity
to deal with this.

If you look at the language in the
package I'll send to your office, I put
every single thing on the table. And if
you would join me, I don’t know if we
could pass it in this Congress or not,
but I think you’re exactly right, we
could help save this country because
we are living off of Chinese money and
Saudi money. And keep in mind, the
Saudis funded all the madrasses up at
the border. There were 15 Saudis fund-
ing the Wahhabis. The Saudis are fund-
ing radical, anti-Christian, anti-Se-
mitic. So if we could come together
and do that.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. I thank the
ranking member for yielding.

I think that clearly the ranking
member is one of the extraordinary
Members of this Congress, who has
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enormous credibility across a wide
range of issues. But I think, given that
the ranking member’s arguments in
committee are so substantive and so
sound, I want to make it clear, at least
for Members, about the context of the
debate. And if the chairman would cor-
rect me if I'm wrong.

Many of the NGOs that we are talk-
ing about are also the same NGOs that
provide primary care in many of these
villages for which the language is di-
rected. If we provide them with Child
Survival funds, are these medicines
fungible for the same NGOs? In many
of these villages in the Third World,
it’s not that there are three or four
doctors in the village, it’s the same
doctor. There is a shortage of doctors
and nurses. It’s the same doctors being
sponsored by the same NGOs on the
ground in these villages. They’re either
providing primary care, preventive
care, making recommendations to peo-
ple within the village on how they
should behave and/or what are nec-
essary to address their primary care
issues.

If we provide them with AIDS treat-
ments, are those same AIDS treat-
ments fungible? And how is it that we
can sit here and argue, at least from
Washington, a different reality that is
taking place on the ground where these
issues are taking place? If the chair-
man would respond. I ask for the com-
mittee’s indulgence.

Mr. WOLF. The gentleman’s concern,
and the gentleman is a very good Mem-
ber, and I appreciate when he speaks a
lot of times in committee. I agree with
him, and not only do I agree in my con-
science, I vote with him, and some-
times I even speak for him. But it is an
issue here of going to the groups that
are involved, and I will put a copy of
the article in the RECORD, but the two
that I mention, and to give them the
support whereby they would do these
things. I can’t speak for other people,
but I think it would be wrong.

JUNE 21, 2007
CASES OF FORCED ABORTIONS SURFACE IN
CHINA
(By Louisa Lim)

MORNING EDITION, APRIL 23, 2007.—Dur-
ing the past week, dozens of women in south-
west China have been forced to have abor-
tions even as late as nine months into the
pregnancy, according to evidence uncovered
by NPR.

China’s strict family planning laws permit
urban married couples to have only one child
each, but in some of the recent cases—in
Guangxi Province—women say they were
forced to abort what would have been their
first child because they were unmarried. The
forced abortions are all the more shocking
because family planning laws have generally
been relaxed in China, with many families
having two children.

Liang Yage and his wife Wei Linrong had
one child and believed that—like many other
couples—they could pay a fine and keep their
second baby. Wei was 7 months pregnant
when 10 family planning officials visited her
at home on April 16.

Liang describes how they told her that she
would have to have an abortion: ‘“You don’t
have any more room for maneuver,” he says
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they told her. “If you don’t go [to the hos-
pital], we’ll carry you.”” The couple was then
driven to Youjiang district maternity hos-
pital in Baise city.

“I was scared,” Wei told NPR. ‘“The hos-
pital was full of women who’d been brought
in forcibly. There wasn’t a single spare bed.
The family planning people said forced abor-
tions and forced sterilizations were both
being carried out. We saw women being
pulled in one by one.”

The couple was given a consent agreement
to sign. When Liang refused, family planning
officials signed it for him. He and his wife
are devout Christians—he is a pastor—and
they don’t agree with abortion.

The officials gave Wei three injections in
the lower abdomen. Contractions started the
next afternoon, and continued for almost 16
hours. Her child was stillborn.

““I asked the doctor if it was a boy or girl,”
Wei said. ‘“The doctor said it was a boy. My
friends who were beside me said the baby’s
body was completely black. I felt desolate,
so I didn’t look up to see the baby.”

Medical sources say fetuses aborted in this
manner would have been dead for some time,
so the tissue is necrotic and thus dark in
color.

““The nurses dealt with the body like it was
rubbish,” Wei said. ‘“They wrapped it up in a
black plastic bag and threw it in the trash.”

This was also the treatment given to the
stillborn baby of He Caigan. Family planning
officials turned up at her house, in the coun-
tryside several hours outside Baise, before
dawn on April 17 to force her to go to the
hospital. This would have been her first
baby—but she hadn’t married the father, in
contravention of family planning laws. She
was already 9 months pregnant, just days
away from delivery.

“They told me I'm too young, I couldn’t
keep the child and I should have an abor-
tion,” she said. “I’'m too young to get a mar-
riage certificate—I'm only 19 and my boy-
friend’s only 21.”

After the forced abortion, her boyfriend
left her. She said that she’s still in great
physical pain and that her life had been ru-
ined.

An eyewitness, who requested anonymity
for fear of the consequences, said that he
counted 41 occupied beds on just one floor of
the maternity hospital in Baise and that he
believed none of the women he saw had come
to the hospital of their own free will.

Coerced abortions such as these were not
unusual after China’s one-child policy was
first introduced in 1980. But a law passed five
years ago guarantees China’s citizens a de-
gree of choice in family matters. When con-
tacted for comment, an official at China’s
State Commission for Population and Fam-
ily Planning said she’d heard nothing about
forced abortions in Guangxi and asked for
more details. But in Baise, a family planning
official surnamed Nong acknowledged that
such behavior would violate regulations. De-
spite the fact that these allegations refer to
events that happened just within the last
week, he said an investigation had already
been held.

“We were very surprised to hear of these
accusations,” Nong said, ‘‘but our investiga-
tion concluded some individuals who were
dissatisfied with our family planning policies
were fabricating stories. These facts simply
don’t exist. We really love and care for
women here.”

Official figures published by the Xinhua
news agency shed some light on why a forced
abortion campaign might be judged nec-
essary. They show that the Baise govern-
ment missed its family planning targets last
year. The recorded birth rate was 13.61 per-
cent, slightly higher than the goal of 13.5
percent. This is significant because the ca-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

reer prospects of local officials depend upon
meeting these goals.

Wei Linrong and her husband Liang Yage,
were incensed by their treatment, seeing it
as little short of murder.

“I think their methods are too cruel,” said
Wei, “my heart really hurts. Such a tiny
baby, it was innocent. And they killed it.”

‘“Every time we talk about this child, we
both cry,” Liang added. “We can’t bear talk-
ing about this child.”

Liang and his wife risked further official
disapproval by contacting a Christian group
overseas to publicize their plight. China may
once have depended on its state apparatus of
control and fear to silence those who suffer
human rights abuses at the hands of its offi-
cials. But China’s victims are angry, and
they want their voices to be heard.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | rise to speak
in opposition to the Lowey Amendment to the
State Department and Foreign Operations Ap-
propriations bill. This amendment is a poison
pill that will result in a veto by the President.

The original Mexico City policy, which was
emasculated in the Appropriations Committee,
prevents U.S. population assistance funds
from going to foreign organizations which
“perform or actively promote abortion as a
method of family planning.” This was done to
ensure compliance with the long-standing law
that taxpayer dollars cannot be used to fi-
nance abortion, except in the case of rape, in-
cest, or danger to the life of the mother. The
Stupak-Smith amendment restores the Mexico
City policy to its original intent.

On the other hand Mr. Chairman, the Lowey
amendment, masks the effort to fund pro-abor-
tion organizations with U.S. tax dollars. This
amendment would provide economic support
in the form of valuable commodities and other
items to organizations that promote and pro-
vide abortion as a method of family planning.
Additionally, this amendment does not in-
crease USAID funding for contraceptives, as
the amendment’s supporters have claimed.

In fact, it does nothing to increase contra-
ception and simply diverts contraceptive com-
modities from organizations that DO NOT pro-
mote or provide abortion to organizations that
DO promote or provide abortion as a method
of family planning.

This “stealth amendment” further under-
mines the Mexico City policy that President
Reagan established in 1984. Prior to the im-
plementation of the Mexico City policy by
President Reagan in 1984, organizations
which support abortion such as Planned Par-
enthood kept two sets of books in order to
qualify for U.S. funds: one tracking the use of
taxpayer dollars for services such as family
planning counseling and contraception dis-
tribution, and another chronicling the use of
private organization funds for abortion-related
expenses. Mr. Chairman, we all know that
money is fungible. Such double bookkeeping
ensured that taxpayer dollars for family plan-
ning inevitably subsidized abortion by freeing
up more private funds for this purpose. The
Mexico City policy was adopted to stop this
practice.

Mr. Chairman, while President Clinton re-
voked this policy, it was reinstated by Presi-
dent Bush to ensure American citizens are not
forced to pay for a procedure many find mor-
ally abhorrent.

Additionally Mr. Chairman, | would like to
point out to my colleagues that the President
has threatened to veto any legislation that
weakens existing pro-life protections. Oppos-
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ing the Lowey amendment and supporting the
Stupak-Smith amendment will ensure that the
hard work our colleagues have put into this
appropriations bill is not for nothing.

| urge my colleagues to oppose the Lowey
amendment and support the Stupak-Smith
Amendment to restore the Mexico City Policy
to its original intent.

Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of this amendment and of the
underlying bill, which provides overseas family
planning providers with a targeted exemption
from the restrictions of the Global Gag Rule.

As this amendment makes crystal clear, the
contraceptive exemption in this bill allows for
only the provision of donated contraceptives—
not funding—to NGOs that would otherwise be
barred from receiving U.S. assistance. In so
doing, this bill will provide millions of men and
women with contraceptive products.

Since President Bush reinstated the Global
Gag Rule in 2001, U.S. government shipments
of contraceptives and condoms have ceased
to twenty developing countries, including Cote
d’lvoire and Vietnam—two focus countries of
the President’'s Emergency Plan for AIDS Re-
lief.

Restricting access to U.S.-donated contra-
ceptives and condoms is counterproductive to
our country’s unprecedented commitment to
the fight against HIV/AIDS.

Furthermore, providing modern contracep-
tives to the 200 million women in the devel-
oping world who desire this health care would
avert 52 million unwanted pregnancies, pre-
vent 22 million abortions, and would keep
505,000 children from losing their mothers
each year.

Put simply, contraceptives prevent unin-
tended pregnancies which often end in abor-
tion, and condoms prevent the transmission of
HIV/AIDS. These facts are undisputable.

| commend Chairwoman LOWEY for her will-
ingness to offer this amendment to clarify the
legislative intent of this important provision,
and | urge my colleagues to support this
amendment in order to protect access to com-
mon-sense prevention measures that will im-
prove the health and well-being of individuals,
families, and communities worldwide.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW

JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey:

Strike the last proviso of section 622 of the
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Wednesday, June
20, 2007, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH) and the gentlewoman
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from New York (Mrs. LOWEY) each will
control 22% minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, someday future generations of
Americans will look back on us and
wonder how and why such a rich and
seemingly enlightened society, so
blessed and endowed with the capacity
to protect and enhance vulnerable
human life, could have instead so ag-
gressively promoted death to children
by abortion.

They will note that we prided our-
selves on our human rights rhetoric
and record, while precluding unusually
all protection to the most persecuted
minority in the world today, unborn
children. They will indeed wonder why
it took so long to stop just one hideous
method of death, partial-birth abor-
tion—and why dismembering a child
with sharp knives, pulverizing a child
with powerful suction devices or
chemically poisoning a baby with any
number of toxic chemicals, failed to
elicit so much as a scintilla of empa-
thy, mercy or compassion for the vic-
tims.

O 1700

Abortion is violence against children,
Mr. Chairman. It is extreme child
abuse. It is cruelty to children. It ex-
ploits women. In America, it has de-
stroyed 49 million unborn babies and
wounded countless numbers of women.

Now, as in previous years, some
Members of Congress want to export
the violence of abortion to Africa,
Latin America and parts of Asia and
Europe by reversing the prolife Mexico
City policy and by providing in-kind
assistance to some of the most vocif-
erous pro-abortion organizations on
the Earth. To counter that, Mr. STU-
PAK and I are offering an amendment,
to strike the pro-abortion enabling lan-
guage contained in this bill.

First announced by the Reagan ad-
ministration at a 1984 U.N. Population
Conference held in Mexico City, hence
its name, the current policy simply re-
quires that foreign nongovernmental
organizations agree, as a condition of
their receipt of Federal assistance for
family-planning activities, to neither
perform nor actively promote abortion
as a method of family planning.

The three exceptions in the Mexico
City policy are rape, incest and life of
the mother.

Mr. Chairman, today, scores of coun-
tries throughout the world are literally
under siege in a well-coordinated, ex-
ceedingly well-funded campaign to le-
galize abortion on demand, putting
women and children at risk. Most of
the pressure is coming directly from
foreign nongovernmental organizations
like the International Planned Parent-
hood Federation based in London.
IPPF and its country affiliates perform
abortions and lobby aggressively for
abortion on demand.

IPPF, you will recall, in 1992 adopted
an abortion manifesto called Vision
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2000, a sweeping ‘‘action plan.’”’ Vision
2000 says that IPPF and its affiliates,
and I quote this, “Will bring pressure
on governments and campaign for pol-
icy and legislative changes to remove
restrictions against abortions.”” The
Mexico City policy puts a stop to ena-
bling IPPF and likeminded groups
from doing just that.

So it couldn’t be more clear, Mr.
Chairman, that if we provide either
cash or in-kind contributions to abor-
tion organizations, we empower them
and we enable them to campaign to ex-
pand abortion. Instead, we should di-
rect our funds and in-kind assistance,
including commodities and contracep-
tives, to organizations committed only
to family planning.

IPPF’s vision, Mr. Chairman, is what
I call a nightmare. Earlier my friend,
Mr. JACKSON, was talking about the
least of our brethren in found Matthew
is Gospel, Chapter 25. Who in this world
fits the definition of the least of our
brethren more than a helpless unborn
child who is being killed by dis-
memberment or chemical poison? I
don’t know who. Unborn babies are the
most vulnerable people on Earth, I say
to my good friend.

IPPF’s vision is a world of free abor-
tion and unfettered access to sub-
sidized abortion rights right up until
birth. It is all in their documents.
They’re for abortions for minors even
without any parental notification or
consent, and they don’t like conscience
clauses for doctors and health care
practitioners, either.

One only has to look at Planned Par-
enthood here in the United States to
understand where their affiliates would
take the rest of the world. The Planned
Parenthood Federation of America has,
for example, colocated family planning
clinics with abortion mills. They annu-
ally perform 265,000 abortions every
year in America, a quarter of all the
abortions in our country a staggering
loss of children’s lives. One organiza-
tion. They lobby and litigate to stop
women’s right-to-know laws and paren-
tal consent laws. They lobby in favor of
partial birth abortion. If that is not
child abuse, I don’t know what is.
Make no mistake about it, Mr. Chair-
man, that is what they want to do ev-
erywhere. We kid ourselves if we don’t
realize that and appreciate that.

The Mexico City policy, on the other
hand, separates abortion from family
planning in certain foreign aid pro-
grams. It ensures that family planning
is the exclusive activity of the organi-
zation and not abortion. If we provide
other cash or in-kind contributions or
anything of value, we again empower,
we enrich and we enable these organi-
zations. It is all about whom we give
to.

Finally, I would like to say with deep
respect to my prolife colleagues, espe-
cially on the Democratic side of the
aisle, some of whom are under intense
pressure to support the other side and
to oppose Mr. STUPAK and me, if pro-
tecting babies and women from abor-
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tion matters to you, and I mean really,
really matters to you, there is no way
that any of us could work to overturn
the Mexico City policy. This is the
time to stand for the innocent and the
inconvenient ones who can’t speak for
themselves.

I would remind my colleagues again
that nothing in our language today
cuts by a penny the money that is allo-
cated in this appropriations bill for
family planning. If you look, and we
will do this again later, at one country
after another, we have seen doubling
and tripling, quadrupling even, of
money going to countries, especially in
Africa, for family planning under the
Mexico City policy.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I rise in strong opposition to the
Smith amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us
keeps the global gag rule intact, with
one important exception. It would
allow for the provision of contracep-
tives, not direct funding, to foreign
NGOs to help reduce abortion, unin-
tended pregnancy, and the spread of
HIV/AIDS. The amendment I offer
today makes absolutely clear that no
funding would be provided to inter-
national organizations that do not
comply with the Mexico City policy. In
addition, the provision provides abso-
lutely no assistance for abortion.

This is strictly prohibited in 10 other
sections of the bill. Every provision in
this bill has been kept there that for-
bids U.S. dollars going to abortion.

There are tremendous unmet needs
for contraception in developing coun-
tries that most need this assistance to
address population and health crises,
including the spread of HIV/AIDS and
unintended and high-risk pregnancies.

The global gag rule has only made
matters worse for decreasing access in
many countries. U.S. shipments of con-
traceptives have ceased to 20 devel-
oping nations, including in Africa, Asia
and the Middle East. In some areas, the
largest distribution centers for contra-
ceptives have experienced decreased ac-
cess for over 50 percent of the women
they serve. This decline in access to
contraceptives has led to increases in
unintended pregnancy and in the num-
ber of women seeking postabortion
care.

It is clear that withholding contra-
ceptives, my friends, does not reduce
abortion. Providing contraceptives is
the way to reduce unintended preg-
nancies and abortions. The numbers
speak for themselves. Increased use of
contraceptives in the last two decades
has been accompanied by significant
declines in abortion rates in a number
of countries. For example, in Russia,
the abortion rate declined by 61 per-
cent, as has been mentioned, between
1988 and 2001, as modern contraceptive
use increased by 74 percent.

Proponents of the Smith amendment
will make several false claims. They
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may say that this provision would pro-
vide funding or assistance for services
and products other than contraceptives
directly to international NGOs who are
not compliant with Mexico City. It ab-
solutely will not.
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They will argue that the Smith
amendment will not cut family plan-
ning funds in this bill. However, it will
dramatically decrease the effectiveness
of our international family planning
aid by withholding contraceptives to
the areas of the world that need them
most to prevent unintended preg-
nancies, abortions and the spread of
HIV-AIDS.

The other side will also say that my
provision encourages abortion as a
means of family planning. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Abor-
tion is already illegal in many of the
areas that would receive contracep-
tives under my provision, particularly
in African countries. Furthermore,
these organizations do not promote
abortion as a means of family plan-
ning. They provide family planning to
prevent unintended pregnancies, there-
by reducing abortion.

You may also hear that by providing
contraceptives, these organizations
will be able to use their own funds for
other purposes prohibited by Mexico
City. I have already made clear the in-
credible unmet need for contraceptives.
In Uganda alone, the average number
of births per woman is 7.1, while the
unmet need for family planning is re-
ported by married women at 35 percent.
The bill will provide donated contra-
ceptives, not funding, to groups that
are unable to provide enough contra-
ceptives in areas with severe shortages.

Furthermore, contraceptives are not
fungible. They are used for contracep-
tion. Period. By filling the unmet need
for contraceptives, each year we can
prevent 52 million unwanted preg-
nancies, an estimated 29 million abor-
tions, 142,000 pregnancy-related deaths,
and 505,000 children from losing their
mothers.

It is clear that voting for the Smith
amendment and against contraceptives
is an extreme position that will in fact
hurt our efforts to decrease abortion.
So if you really want to decrease abor-
tion, if you really say you are for fam-
ily planning, if you really want to save
lives, if you really want to decrease
HIV/AIDS, which is spreading through-
out the world, vote no on the Smith
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
STUPAK), the coauthor of this amend-
ment.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the Smith-Stupak
amendment, which is the only amend-
ment before the House that would re-
store the Mexico City Policy. This pol-
icy is a vital, pro-life provision in-
tended to protect the integrity of U.S.
family planning programs around the
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world by establishing a clear wall of
separation between abortion and fam-
ily planning. By directing support to
organizations that agree not to pro-
mote or perform abortion as a method
of family planning, we ensure that
U.S.-supported programs are not in the
abortion business.

Let me be clear: Our amendment does
not, does not, reduce international
family planning funding for services or
contraceptives by a single penny. In-
stead, the policy that we are promoting
improves the credibility of inter-
national family planning programs by
ensuring that they are entirely sepa-
rated from abortion activities.

Despite misleading statements to the
contrary, the previous Lowey amend-
ment is not about contraceptives or
HIV. We have provisions in the legisla-
tion where that language can be put,
and it would be perfectly acceptable to
all of us. Instead, the Lowey amend-
ments are a direct assault on the Mex-
ico City Policy.

The Smith-Stupak amendment re-
stores the Mexico City Policy and in no
way reduces funding for contracep-
tives. U.S. family planning funded in
this bill at $441 million should be di-
rected to organizations that do not
promote or perform abortions.

The effort to prevent unplanned preg-
nancy by providing contraceptives con-
tinues robustly under the Mexico City
Policy. As you can see from the chart
here before me, U.S.-funded family
planning increased dramatically in
countries where USAID has found the
need to be the greatest.

Mrs. LOWEY claims Ethiopia and
some of these others have actually de-
creased money. It is simply not true. If
you look, in Ethiopia funding has near-
ly quadrupled, increasing from $4.9 mil-
lion to $19.5 million under the Mexico
City Policy. In Uganda, funding has al-
most doubled, from $5.2 million to $9.8
million.

International family planning is
funded at $441 million in this bill, and
it will still be funded at $441 million in
this bill under the Smith-Stupak
amendment.

I would give the previous speaker,
Mrs. LOWEY, credit for being ingenious.
It is an ingenious amendment which
really undermines the Mexico City lan-
guage.

I urge all Members to support our
pro-life and pro-family amendment.
Support the Smith-Stupak amend-
ment.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Minnesota (Ms.
McCoLLUM), a distinguished member of
the committee.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, the Smith amendment does
nothing to reinstate the Mexico City
executive order. It is an executive
order. What is in statute and what con-
tinues to be in statute, on page 93 of
H.R. 2764, section 618, ‘‘None of the
funds may be made available to be paid
for the performance of abortion as a
method of family planning.”
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On line 13, ““None of the funds,” and
then it goes on to say, ‘“‘may be used
for the performance of involuntary
sterilization as a method of family
planning or to coerce or provide finan-
cial incentive to any person undergoing
sterilization. None of the funds may be
made available to carry out part of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, that may be used to pay for
biomedical research for the perform-
ance of abortions or involuntary steri-
lization.”” None of the funds. None of
the funds. That is all protected in here.
The Smith language doesn’t change
anything.

President George Bush in fact him-
self has said that one of the best ways
to prevent an abortion is to provide
quality family planning programs. And
here are the facts, folks.

In developing countries, 120 million
married couples would like to postpone
their next pregnancy or have no more
children, but they don’t have access to
modern contraceptives. In sub-Sahara
Africa, 26 percent of the women who
desire to delay or end their child bear-
ing remain without access to volunteer
family planning and then they risk an
unintended pregnancy. Every year
more than 525,000 women die from
causes related to pregnancy in child-
birth, with 99 percent of these deaths
occurring in developing countries. An
additional 8 million women each year
suffer needless complications from
pregnancy and birth. And lack of spac-
ing birth, this is really key, because 1
have spoken to women in Africa and in
Latin America, lack of spacing birth
results in intervals of 9 to 14 months,
which raises the increased maternal
death rate by 250 percent.

Vote for voluntary family planning.
Vote for 22 more additional countries
receiving voluntary planning. Vote
against Smith.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Ms. FOXX).

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the Smith-Stupak amendment that
guards against policies that would lead
to taxpayer funding of abortions
abroad. This amendment would ensure
that the Mexico City Policy is included
in this spending bill.

The Mexico City Policy, first enacted
by President Reagan in 1984 and rein-
stated in 2001, ensures that organiza-
tions that do international population
assistance work and that promote
abortion as a method of family plan-
ning do not receive United States fund-
ing.

This is a critical policy that under-
scores the sanctity of human life by
telling groups that if they want to pro-
mote abortion, they better find a
source of funding other than the U.S.
taxpayer. It is quite simple: If a group
demonstrates a disregard for human
life, they don’t get funding.

Let me be clear, the Mexico City pol-
icy and this funding do not reduce
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funding for family planning programs.
The focus instead is on channeling
funds to organizations that agree not
to promote abortion. There is, there-
fore, no overall reduction of family
planning funds. Again, the guidelines
are simple. If you promote abortion,
the U.S. Government will not be giving
you money.

Under the current language in the
State-Foreign Operations appropria-
tion bill, funding would once again flow
to groups that promote abortion. The
Smith-Stupak amendment would
eliminate language that allows funding
to go to even the most aggressively
pro-abortion groups.

This amendment is about our Na-
tion’s abortion policy. As such, it is en-
tirely focused on ensuring our govern-
ment does not fund groups that pro-
mote abortion. I support this amend-
ment because it wisely guards against
any erosion of our protection of the
sanctity of human life.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield 2%2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE), an
outstanding member of the committee.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
and once again for her very valiant ef-
forts to save lives of women and chil-
dren throughout the world.

Let me first say I rise in strong oppo-
sition to the Smith amendment. This
bill includes a very narrow provision to
allow foreign NGOs to receive only
U.S.-provided contraceptives. Chair-
woman LOWEY has additionally offered
the amendment that clarifies the exist-
ing language in the bill to make it ab-
solutely clear that this provision only
allows for the donation of the contra-
ceptives.

This provision has absolutely noth-
ing to do with funding. The bill does
not provide financial assistance to
clinics or to NGOs. It simply allows
those family planning organizations
that have been denied USAID family
planning funding under the global gag
rule to receive contraceptives from
USAID and domestic NGOs.

Again, it has nothing to do with pro-
viding assistance for abortions, which
are already strictly and clearly prohib-
ited in 10 other provisions in this bill,
which, I must say, I am very dis-
appointed with. But the fact is that
those provisions are there.

By providing contraceptives, we will
actually help to reduce abortions, re-
duce the spread of HIV and AIDS and
save the lives of mothers and infants
by reducing the number of high-risk
and unintended pregnancies.

The negative impact of the gag rule,
which, of course, as I said earlier, and
you all know this, this bill leaves the
gag rule in place, but the negative im-
pact is well documented. Since it was
reinstated in 2001, shipments of United
States-donated contraceptives have
ceased in 20 developing countries in Af-
rica, Asia and the Middle East.

The NGOs most affected are often the
ones with the most extensive distribu-
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tion networks and the largest outreach
to young women in rural areas. They
often provide the only family planning
program in a region and they have suf-
fered severely from the cutoff of con-
traceptive shipments. The Smith
amendment would continue to punish
these NGOs for running successful fam-
ily planning programs and would effec-
tively undermine the goal we all share
to reduce abortions and HIV and AIDS
around the world.

For the life of me, I don’t understand
why we are doing this, Mr. SMITH. You
know and I know that this does not
tamper with, unfortunately, the global
gag rule or Mexico City language.

So let’s be straightforward. Let’s be
honest. What we are trying to do today
is just save the lives of women and
children.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Tennessee.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr.
SMITH, for the opportunity to speak.

Mr. Chairman, what this is about is a
philosophical difference of how we ap-
proach things. This is about respect for
life, our’s and those in other countries.
I commend the gentleman on the
amendment, and I do rise in support of
this amendment and of the Mexico City
Policy and making certain that we
pass the Smith-Stupak amendment. It
will strike the language that would un-
dermine that policy.

It is not going to take away the $441
million for family planning. It is going
to put a bright line of separation be-
tween abortion and family planning.
The U.S. should not be in the business
of exporting abortion overseas. It has
been a tragedy for women here in the
U.S., and it will carry the same hurt, it
will carry the same trauma if it is used
abroad.

So I commend the gentleman for his
amendment. I rise in support.

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. CARNAHAN).

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, it
bears repeating, the statistics we have
heard so many times about the lan-
guage that is in this bill and what is
not in this bill. There are at least 10
provisions in the bill that prohibit U.S.
foreign assistance from being used to
promote or perform abortions. In many
of these countries, abortion is illegal.
That could not be more clear.

I want to thank Chairwoman LOWEY
for her leadership on this bill and for
including this commonsense, common
ground, family planning provision to
include contraceptives only, and not
funding.

I rise today in strong support of both
the Lowey amendment and of the con-
traceptives-only provision in the bill,
and in opposition to the Smith amend-
ment.

Under current U.S. policy, too many
people in the developing world, espe-
cially Africa, contraceptives are in
short supply, placing the health and
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well-being of millions of people at risk.
President Bush has recognized the cri-
sis and proposed a major Africa initia-
tive.

The very specific and narrowly tai-
lored language of Chairwoman LOWEY’s
language allows the U.S. to provide
contraceptives only so NGOs can pro-
vide contraceptives in developing coun-
tries. This provision is, as I say, a com-
monsense, common ground solution to
a very real problem. This provision will
reduce the number of unintended preg-
nancies, help prevent abortions and
help stem the spread of disease, includ-
ing HIV-AIDS.

The far-reaching impacts of this pro-
vision are immeasurable. This will
make a substantive difference in the
lives of women and families around the
world by allowing them to protect
themselves and plan and space their
births. It will help slow rapid popu-
lation growth, which results in poverty
and instability. It will help stop the
spread of HIV-AIDS.

I urge all my colleagues who are
committed to family planning to op-
pose the Smith amendment, vote to
support the Lowey amendment and the
underlying bill.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN), the ranking member of the
Foreign Affairs Committee.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by my good friend Congressman
SMITH of New Jersey and Mr. STUPAK,
which seeks to restore the Mexico City
Policy. It is a longstanding guideline
for receiving U.S. family planning as-
sistance.

This policy, as we Kknow, prevents
U.S. funding for foreign nongovern-
mental organizations, NGOs, that per-
form or promote abortion as a method
of family planning. This standard is
consistent with our domestic policy, as
regulations prohibit taxpayer dollars
from programs that support abortion
as a method of family planning.

The Mexico City Policy applies the
same standard of domestic funding to
global family planning, and therefore
reinforces the belief that the funda-
mental goal of family planning pro-
grams should be to reduce abortions.
By eliminating the Mexico City Policy,
we are devaluing the importance of
other preventative methods of family
planning.

As the ranking member of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, I am seri-
ously concerned about the effect that
such a policy change would have on our
ability to protect the respect for inno-
cent human life and human rights
worldwide.
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Smith amendment.
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We have heard it so many times be-
fore, but the global gag rule is not
about abortion. It is about women
dying to the tune of 600,000 a year.
That is equal to one or two jumbo jets
crashing each day. The fact remains
that, since 1973, no U.S. Federal funds
have been or are being used around the
world for abortions.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle say that they respect life, but
during the time that we have been de-
bating this bill, 66 women around the
world will die from pregnancy because
of many related complications; and
they are dying because they do not
have access to the most basic health
care such as contraceptives.

I commend my colleague, Mrs.
LOWEY, for her commonsense approach
to refining the global gag rule. Al-
though I support a full repeal of the
global gag rule, it would be unconstitu-
tional in our country, and it is uncon-
scionable that we are exporting it to
the world’s poorest women.

But the Lowey amendment merely
allows NGOs and organizations to re-
ceive contraceptives, which are proven
to prevent unintended pregnancies,
abortions and sexually transmitted dis-
eases. That is what it does. It is family
planning.

So I ask my colleagues, what do we
tell a Somalian mother whose teenage
daughter has just died in childbirth?
Do we explain there are some politi-
cians in Washington who do not think
that she deserves the same information
and health care services that their own
daughters have?

These programs are about saving
women and girls’ lives and helping both
men and women get access to reproduc-
tive health services. So if you oppose
abortion and oppose the spread of HIV/
AIDS, it makes common sense, good
sense to support access to contracep-
tives and oppose the Smith amend-
ment. Support the Lowey provision.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs.
MUSGRAVE).

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Smith-Stupak
amendment.

I believe women in developing na-
tions, these poor women are not asking
help to abort their children. They are
asking for help with food, housing and
medical care for them and their fami-
lies. It costs roughly $5 to spray a
house with the cheapest insecticide to
protect entire families from being in-
fected with malaria.

The drug Nevirapine reduces the risk
of prenatal HIV infection by 50 percent.
One dose is given to the mother and
one to the baby, and these two doses
only cost $5.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this is how
our foreign aid dollars should be spent,
saving lives, not destroying them. Most
preventable child deaths are from mal-
nutrition, diarrhea, pneumonia, infec-
tions of newborns and malaria.

The United States has contributed
more than $1.5 billion in the last 5
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years to treat almost 5 billion episodes
of child diarrhea with lifesaving oral
rehydration therapy, and we have re-
duced deaths from diarrheal disease by
more than half since 1990.

These are the success stories of how
U.S. tax dollars are saving lives, and
we need to continue to preserve lives.
The money in this bill should be spent
on newborn care programs and not on
destructive abortion procedures de-
stroying the life of the child and harm-
ing women.

I believe we need to export lifesaving
policy that provides poor women with
the food, with the housing and the
medicine that they mneed so des-
perately.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
ISRAEL).

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. Let me
say at the outset, I have the deepest re-
spect for the opinions expressed in this
Chamber. I may not agree with them,
but I respect them.

We are all try to reduce unintended
pregnancies. We are all trying to re-
duce abortion. In contrast to what a
prior speaker said, there is nobody here
in this Congress, right or left, who
doesn’t have respect for human life;
and that kind of verbiage really ought
not to be expressed in this Chamber.

I will say, however, that while I re-
spect my opponents’ arguments, the ar-
guments do lose some credibility on
the issue of fungibility. The fact of the
matter is, as has been stated before,
not one penny in Mrs. LOWEY’s bill is
spent promoting or providing abortion.
It is on in-kind contraceptives.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle have said, whoa, whoa, but that is
promoting the funding of abortion, be-
cause every single in-kind contracep-
tive that is donated means that there
is more money by that country to fund
an abortion.

Well, if you are going to apply that
argument, my friends, then you better
just admit defeat on the global war on
terror right now. Because the fact of
the matter is that many of the same
countries that we are providing in-kind
military assistance to to help us in the
global war on terror allow for legal
abortion. Some even provide abortion
services.

Here is a map. If you are going to
argue the fungibility issue, then in fact
every time that we provide funding to
Pakistan, we are promoting abortions,
because in some cases abortion is legal
in Pakistan.

Every time we are providing military
funding and assistance to India, we are
promoting abortions. Australia, Japan,
South Korea. When we are providing
funding for the Colombian antidrug ini-
tiative, we are promoting abortions in
Colombia under that argument. Can-
ada. Russia. When we provide military
assistance to secure loose nukes in
Russia, under your argument that
money is fungible. They can take our
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assistance, secure the loose nukes and
then use that money in order to pro-
vide and promote abortions.

If you use that argument, my friends,
you need to go back to your districts
today and admit to your constituents
that every time you have supported
that military aid you have supported
abortion, because the money is fun-
gible.

The Czech Republic. Many of you
support providing military assistance
and in-kind assistance to the Czech Re-
public for the national missile defense
system. They permit abortions. Alba-
nia, Armenia, Bulgaria, NATO coun-
tries, South Africa, the Ukraine.

The fact of the matter is that the
fungibility argument has no credi-
bility. You can only have fungibility if
you have money. There is no money in
this bill for abortion services.

If we are going to have an honest de-
bate on this issue, let’s be honest and
let’s be consistent. What this language
does is say we want to reduce unin-
tended pregnancies. We want to reduce
abortions. The way to do it is to allow
for in-kind contributions of contracep-
tives. This is important language.

I oppose the amendment, and I urge
Members to be consistent.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 10 seconds just to
say that the previous speaker’s com-
ments missed by a mile what this is all
about.

The Mexico City policy does not
apply to a single country. It applies to
organizations. Countries are expressly
excluded from Mexico City policy. It is
all about pro-abortion organizations,
and whether or not we want to enrich
and enable them to expand abortion.
We want to put our money and in-kind
contributions to those that have di-
vested themselves from the killing of
unborn children.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. FORTENBERRY), a
member of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the Smith-Stupak
amendment and encourage my col-
leagues to support this measure to pre-
vent the U.S.-taxpayer-funded export
of abortion.

The purpose of U.S. foreign assist-
ance is to strengthen the foundation
for international stability by fostering
civil society, supporting institutions
that foster self-determination, and
helping the wvulnerable by bringing
healing and hope and basic sustenance.

As a leading provider of foreign as-
sistance worldwide, the United States
has made extraordinary strides to-
wards alleviating suffering throughout
the world. Unfortunately, an element
of the Foreign Operations bill before us
today risks undermining this noble leg-
acy.

The Mexico City policy, first an-
nounced by President Reagan in 1984,
requires that as a condition for receiv-
ing Federal funds for family planning,
foreign nongovernmental organizations
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agree that they will neither perform
abortions nor lobby to change abortion
laws or otherwise actively promote
abortion as a method of family plan-
ning.

The Foreign Operations bill, as it
currently stands, would undo this pol-
icy and subsidize abortion providers
overseas. U.S. taxpayers should not be
forced to do this, nor should other
countries be forced to accept it. Abor-
tion is so often the result of abandon-

ment, Mr. Chairman; and I believe
women deserve better.
Mr. Chairman, many Americans

aren’t comfortable about the rightness
or wrongness of it. Many Americans
are unsure in their heart of hearts
about the ethics of abortion. Ameri-
cans agonize about this difficult issue,
and our collective experience as a soci-
ety demonstrates the grave con-
sequences.

Given these considerations, is abor-
tion really the best we can offer to
some of the most vulnerable popu-
lations in the world? Is this really how
we wish to be identified as a Nation?

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to retain the Ilong-standing Mexico
City policy and not to compromise the
reputation and legitimacy of our for-
eign assistance programs.

Mrs. LOWEY. Before I yield to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, I would like to yield an addi-
tional 30 seconds for clarification to
my good friend from New York (Mr.
ISRAEL).

Mr. ISRAEL. I thank the gentle-
woman.

I do seek a clarification. The distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey at-
tempted to clarify, but I am now a lit-
tle more confused. As I understood his
argument, he said that when an organi-
zation promotes abortion, we are look-
ing to punish it. But when a country
that we happen to like promotes abor-
tion, then we can provide them with
$300 million or $400 million in budget
support.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ISRAEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. First of
all, we are not punishing. We are say-
ing that, as a matter of human rights
principle, that the killing of an unborn
child rises to a sufficient level that we
will pick other NGOs to whom we will
give our dollars.

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WOOLSEY).

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman,
maybe, just maybe, if a woman has ac-
cess to contraceptives, abortion will be
prevented.

What is wrong with you people?
Where do you come from?

Oh, that’s right, you come from the
United States of America, where all
women are allowed, rich or poor, to
have access to and choices over family
planning. Lucky us.

There are many choices for pre-
venting unwanted pregnancies, and let
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us not forget prevention of HIV/AIDS.
If you are against abortion, at least
support prevention. If you are con-
cerned about HIV/AIDS, support con-
traception.

Our Nation has a long history of gen-
erosity and caring. That should not end
today. What are we doing? We are up
here with the Lowey amendment en-
suring that women in the poorest vil-
lages in the poorest countries have ac-
cess to contraceptives. We are doing
that by providing medically approved
and necessary contraceptives to women
who would otherwise have no other
means to prevent unwanted preg-
nancies and/or to prevent HIV/AIDS.

Unintended pregnancies and illegal
abortions have been on the rise in
areas where access to family planning
has been denied. Chairwoman LOWEY’s
provision is just plain common sense.
Let’s put women’s health above poli-
tics and vote ‘‘no” on the Smith-Stu-
pak amendment.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN).

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the Smith-Stupak
amendment. The Mexico City policy
does not reduce family planning fund-
ing at all. It only requires that funds,
support and supplies are directed to
NGOs that do not promote abortion as
part of family planning.

U.S. taxpayers should not be forced
to hand their hard-earned tax money
over to organizations that practice
policies that these taxpayers morally
oppose. The Mexico City policy has es-
tablished that clear bright line that al-
lows us to provide assistance in a mor-
ally acceptable manner.

President Bush has clearly indicated
his intent to veto this bill if it weakens
current Federal policies and laws on
abortion or that encourages the de-
struction of human life at any stage.
Enough of us, myself included, have
pledged to sustain this veto that it
will, indeed, be sustained.

We must ensure that taxpayer funds
do not underwrite organizations that
perform or promote abortion as a
method of family planning. I urge my
colleagues to support the Smith-Stu-
pak amendment today.
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN).

(Mr. LANGEVIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I un-
fortunately must rise in opposition to
the Smith-Stupak amendment. I have
great respect for the passion displayed
by Mr. SMITH and Mr. STUPAK and I
share their opposition to abortion.
However, in this instance I must
strongly disagree with their decision to
prevent the distribution of contracep-
tion to some of the most poor and
needy people and nations in the world.
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Mr. Chairman, we are asked to make
an important decision in this year’s de-
bate on the Foreign Operations bill.
Our commitment to providing inter-
national family planning speaks vol-
umes about who we are as a nation.
These funds reach some of the most
vulnerable populations in the world
and can literally mean the difference
between life and death.

I know that Americans regardless of
their position on abortion are horrified
by the statistics on HIV/AIDS in Africa
and the number of unwanted preg-
nancies and abortions throughout the
developing world. I believe that it is
our responsibility, as people com-
mitted to the sanctity of life and the
basic human dignity of all people, to
respond to this crisis. I believe that it
is also our responsibility to do so in
the most effective manner possible
while staying true to our core values.
The language that Chairwoman LOWEY
proposes makes it possible for the
United States to provide developing na-
tions access to contraceptive products,
products that save lives. The Lowey
language ensures that the organiza-
tions best equipped to distribute these
products to the neediest, poorest parts
of the world are able to do so. Finally,
it respects the law of the land that pro-
hibits Federal financial assistance to
organizations that provide abortions or
abortion counseling.

I know that crafting this language
was no easy feat and I commend Mrs.
LowEY for her dedication to moving
forward with a bill that reflects the
values of our Nation and respects the
strong feelings that Members have on
both sides of the abortion debate. I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘“no’’ on the
Smith-Stupak amendment and allow
this critical, lifesaving assistance to
reach those who so desperately need it.

I thank the gentlelady for yielding.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida, Dr.
DAVE WELDON.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I just want
to clarify a point just made by the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island. Under the
Smith language, contraceptive devices
will be distributed. This whole debate
is about whether we’re going to give
contraceptives to Planned Parenthood,
Parenthood International, aggressively
trying to overturn the pro-life laws in
countries all over the world.

We have dramatically increased dis-
tribution under Mexico City of contra-
ceptive devices. Ethiopia, from 4.9 mil-
lion to 19.5 million. A big, long list
here. This is about Planned Parenthood
and their effort to overturn pro-life
laws all over the world and we don’t
want to give money to them. That’s
what this debate is about.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
ADERHOLT).
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Mr. ADERHOLT. First of all, I would
like to thank Mr. SMITH and Mr. STU-
PAK for their leadership on this amend-
ment. What we are doing here on this
amendment is no small thing.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it should be
noted for the record that most Ameri-
cans do not believe that abortion is an
appropriate form of family planning.
To suggest it is simply wrong. It would
never be considered proper within the
United States and it isn’t proper that
taxpayers’ money be spent for this pur-
pose overseas.

The amendment that we are debating
today in question is not anti-family
planning. There are a number of alter-
natives to abortion which do not rise
to the level of concern that this pro-
posal engenders. This is only anti-fam-
ily planning if one considers abortion
to be a method of family planning. I re-
ject this way of thinking and urge the
adoption of this amendment.

When President Bush adopted our
Nation’s current policy, he was right.
Prohibiting the expenditure of tax-
payer dollars to fund abortions outside
the United States is a policy that has
been in place for many years. There-
fore, I urge all of my colleagues who
care about the sanctity of human life
to vote in favor of the Smith-Stupak
amendment.

Mrs. LOWEY. May I ask how much
time is remaining on both sides, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from New York has 30 seconds. The
gentleman from New Jersey has 3V
minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOR-
DAN).

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman from New Jersey and the
Congressman from Michigan for their
work on this amendment and their
longstanding commitment to pro-
tecting human life.

This is about two fundamental issues
that have been talked about here on
the floor. First, taxpayer dollars
shouldn’t go to organizations, whether
those dollars are cash or in-kind,
shouldn’t go to organizations that per-
form or promote the taking of innocent
human life. Second, it recognizes the
more fundamental principle, life is pre-
cious, life is sacred, and government’s
fundamental responsibility is to pro-
tect the weak from the strong, to pro-
tect those innocent individuals whose
lives are being taken.

This is good public policy. We should
keep it in place. It’s consistent, frank-
ly, with our heritage and with our his-
tory. I always like to remind folks of
what the founders said when they
talked about that fundamental docu-
ment that started this great experience
we call America: Life, liberty and the
pursuit of happiness.

It’s interesting to note the order the
founders placed the rights they chose
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to mention. Can you pursue happiness,
your goals and dreams, if you first
don’t have liberty? And do you ever
have true liberty, true freedom, if gov-
ernment does not protect your most
fundamental right, your right to live?

This amendment is consistent with
the founders’ vision, it’s good policy,
and we should adopt it.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to my good friend, Mr.
RYAN.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I just would like
to end this debate to say that we all
have the same goals here. We all want
to reduce the number of abortions. No-
body wants to celebrate it. I'm a pro-
life Democrat. I voted for the ban on
partial-birth abortion and I’'m proud of
my vote. But we do have an honest dis-
agreement on how we reduce the num-
ber of unintended pregnancies. And to
me it is clear that if we do not provide
contraception to these poor women in
these poor countries, then we will have
more abortions. The statistics bear
this out, the facts bear this out, and
that’s why this amendment needs to go
down and we need to pass the chair-
woman’s language here, because I be-
lieve that if this amendment passes,
there will be more abortions, not less.

And one final comment to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, we were not
pressured to support this position. We
came to this position by honestly look-
ing at the facts. No leadership pres-
sured us, me and Mr. LANGEVIN and
those of us who have a different voting
record than some people over here. So
this is our choice. Please vote down
this amendment and let’s reduce the
number of abortions.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF)
control the remainder of the time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. CANTOR).

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

I rise today in support of the Smith-
Stupak amendment to strike the lan-
guage eliminating the vitally impor-
tant protections of the Mexico City
Policy. I just believe it’s wrong to force
American taxpayers to subsidize orga-
nizations who actively promote abor-
tion in foreign nations.

In response to some of the arguments
on the other side that this is not about
promoting abortion or not, I disagree.
It’s really not about providing contra-
ceptives. This is about promoting abor-
tion. Because as the gentleman from
New Jersey was trying to say before he
was cut off, there are NGOs that are in
compliance with the Mexico City Pol-
icy which means that they neither per-
form nor actively promote abortions as
a method of family planning in other
nations. It is they who are eligible for
assistance under the Mexico City Pol-
icy. It is they who should be getting
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the benefit, not those organizations
that are promoting abortions around
the world that can substitute the pro-
vision of these contraceptives to then
use that money available to go and
pursue their other agenda.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 14 minutes.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the Smith-Stupak amendment to re-
store the pro-life Mexico City Policy
protections that were effectively
stripped from this bill.

Human life is a precious commodity
and around the globe it is still too
often taken for granted. Like millions,
in my heart and in my mind, I believe
that life begins at conception. And as a
Member of this body, I feel I have an
obligation to protect the right to life
wherever I can. The most effective way
to do that now, today, is to support the
Mexico City Policy which would pre-
vent our international aid from going
to foreign organizations that support
or promote abortions.

This policy is based on the simple
idea that American taxpayers should
not be forced to export abortions with
their money. Again, we’re talking
about taking money away from the
American taxpayer and using it to sub-
sidize foreign abortions. For most, this
defies common sense. It defies fiscal
sense. And it is reprehensible to the
millions who believe in the funda-
mental right to life.

I urge all Members to support the
Smith-Stupak amendment.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. PENCE).

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Stupak-Smith amend-
ment. This amendment very simply en-
sures that our taxpayer Foreign Oper-
ation funds will not be used to support
abortion overseas. The Mexico City
Policy, which was first instituted in
1984 by President Ronald Reagan, sim-
ply states that any U.S. funding for
family planning cannot be used to pro-
mote abortions as a suitable option in
family planning.

As divisive as this issue is among
many Americans, this issue is a con-
sensus issue. The American people
know whatever your view of abortion,
whether it is morally right or morally
acceptable, most Americans agree that
it is morally wrong to take the tax-
payer dollars of millions of Americans
who cherish the sanctity of human life
and use it to fund and to underwrite or-
ganizations that promote abortion
overseas.
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It is precisely for that reason that I
rise today in strong support of this
thoughtful amendment and urge my
colleagues to preserve the Mexico City
Policy and vote ‘‘aye’” on the Stupak-
Smith amendment.

Mr. WOLF. Reclaiming my time, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, recently a new organization
formed in the United States called the
Silent No More Awareness Campaign.
It is made up entirely of women who
have had abortions. One of the women,
Dr. Alveda King, niece of the late Dr.
Martin Luther King, has had two abor-
tions. She is now one of the most pas-
sionate spokeswomen on earth in favor
of the unborn child and in favor of pro-
tecting women from abortion and as-
sisting women harmed and wounded by
abortion. She has pointed out that
women in America, and increasingly in
the world in countries where it has
been legalized, become the walking
wounded and carry with them the deep
emotional and physical scars of having
had an abortion under the cheap soph-
istry choice. Dr. King used to be on the
other side of the issue and she, like the
other women in Silent No More, are
now adamantly pro-life. Dr. King and
so0 many others call on us today to de-
fend life and not export abortion.

The Appropritions bill on the floor
today provides $441 million for overseas
family planning. That is in the bill. It’s
untouched by the Smith-Stupak
amendment. But who we give grant
money or inkind donations to matters.
When you pour in-kind contributions
into pro-abortion organizations whose
raison d’étre, and just read their lit-
erature and Web sites and look at what
they’re doing in those countries, is to
legalize abortion on demand and to
promote abortion by way of clinics,
you realize that a vote against the
Smith-Stupak amendment is a vote to
enable abortion on demand.

Abortion is child abuse. That may
not be something nice to say on this
floor, some of you may cringe over it
because you think it’s all about choice.
Choice to do what? Dismember, chemi-
cally poison a child. These are chil-
dren. Welcome to 2007. Ultrasound
technology has shattered the myth
that an unborn child is not human or
not alive. Birth is an event that hap-
pens to each and every one of us. It’s
not the beginning of life.
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Prenatal surgery has shattered
myths concerning the unborn as well.
Unborn children are patients. So let’s
give the money to the family planners
overseas that are all about family plan-
ning, not abortion promotion.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I yield to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot let that go unanswered. We are
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not promoting abortion. We are trying
to reduce the number of abortions by
providing contraception.

The fact of the matter is the Repub-
lican party has no plan on reducing the
number of abortions, none. There is
only one way to do it, and you provide
contraception to poor people. That’s
what we are trying to do.

You’re right. It’s not about who’s
getting; it’s about who’s not getting.
There are poor women who are not get-
ting contraception and contraceptives.
We are trying to provide it.

I commend what you are trying to
do. We are trying to reduce number of
abortions, and all the explicit details
of an abortion procedure are exactly
why we are trying to do this.

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it
very clear in closing, we all may have
different views about abortion. I re-
spect your views. I may differ. Each
person is entitled to their own con-
science and their own views on abor-
tion.

But this is not about abortion. Every
provision forbidding U.S. dollars going
to abortion is in this bill, and it re-
mains in this bill. The choice is clear,
my friend.

My amendment will provide donated
contraceptives, reduce unintended
pregnancies, reduce the number of
abortions, prevent HIV/AIDS, save
lives, save the lives of millions of poor
people around the world. This amend-
ment will save lives. Mr. SMITH’S
amendment will lead to more abor-
tions, put more lives at risk.

My friend, the choice is very clear. If
you want to reduce the number of un-
intended pregnancies, if you want to
save lives, if you want to prevent abor-
tion, you vote for the Lowey amend-
ment and against the Smith amend-
ment.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the amendment offered by
both the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. STu-
PAK and the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr.
SMITH.

This amendment would simply reaffirm our
country’s long standing commitment to not
using federal taxpayer money to fund or sup-
port abortions. More specifically, this amend-
ment would preserve the decades-old, inter-
nationally agreed upon Mexico City Policy that
defends the sanctity of life by preventing tax-
payer dollars from funding overseas family
planning organizations that promote or per-
form abortions.

Mr. Chairman, while many Americans may
disagree on the issue of abortion, a vast ma-
jority of them do not believe that abortions
should be publicly funded. This Mexico City
Policy significantly prevents the exploitation of
developing nations where some non-govern-
mental organizations aggressively advocate
the use of abortion as birth control—birth con-
trol, Mr. Chairman. The tactics of these NGOs
are simply and utterly unconscionable, and |
know Americans don’t want their tax dollars
funding these activities.

Now, opponents of the amendment have
tried to assert that it would take away funding
from international family planning. Quite to the
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contrary, this Amendment does not take one
single cent from these activities, but rather
maintains the current policy preventing Fed-
eral funding of foreign abortions. We must re-
main resolute in the preservation of this policy.

Having practiced as a pro-life OB-GYN for
nearly 30 years, | firmly believe that we have
an obligation to protect life at each and every
stage—and this obligation does not just apply
to unborn Americans.

Any human life—regardless of geography,
regardless of circumstance—has the right to
exist. Foreign abortions are just as tragic as
abortions here at home.

We should not and we cannot allow the
Mexico City Policy to be abandoned. There-
fore, | urge my colleagues to support Stupak/
Smith.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, today | rise
in support of the amendment to reinstate the
Mexico City Policy. This policy ensures that
U.S. bilateral family planning programs are not
conduits for exporting abortions internationally.

Let me be clear from the beginning: the
Mexico City Policy is NOT anti-family planning.
In no way does this policy reduce the $425
million that the United States provides in fam-
ily planning assistance. What this amendment
does do is to put a wall between contraception
and abortion, thereby preventing this Con-
gress from making the American taxpayers an
implicit partner in the aborting of unborn chil-
dren. It sends the message that as Americans,
we stand for the life and liberty of all individ-
uals—those whose voices can be heard, and
those whose voices cry from the womb.

This Democrat-led Congress has voted to
protect roosters from cockfighting and horses
from slaughter. Doesn’t it would seem logical
that this Congress would stand up and protect
the fragile lives of the unborn?

But this Congress has shown that it is only
selectively sympathetic to the furtherance of
life. As when horses are killed, or roosters are
hurt. But not when a tiny, human life is
stamped out with the approval of our govern-
ment.

| urge my colleagues to adopt this amend-
ment.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong opposition to this amendment
before us.

The Foreign Operations Appropriations
measure in its current form will reduce the
number of unintended pregnancies globally,
curb the deadly spread of HIV/AIDS, and im-
prove infant and maternal survival rates
throughout the developing world.

| want to commend my friend and colleague,
Congresswoman LOWEY, for including a provi-
sion in this measure which provides a targeted
exemption from the Global Gag Rule.

This will allow NGOs to receive U.S.-do-
nated contraception and condoms.

For the past 6 years, the global gag rule
has jeopardized access to comprehensive
health care for women in developing countries.
It has denied NGOs the resources they need
to provide necessary medical advice and treat-
ments.

The intent of the Global Gag Rule was to
restrict abortion. However, by denying access
to contraception and condoms, the Gag Rule
denies women the opportunity to prevent unin-
tended pregnancies in the first place.

With population levels rising and efforts to
prevent the spread of HIV increasing, the de-
mand for contraception is higher then ever.
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More than 200 million women around the
world want to control when they have children
and protect themselves from HIV, but they
can't do so because they lack access to
condoms and contraception.

Since the Global Gag Rule was reinstated,
shipments of contraceptives from the U.S.
government have been denied to 20 devel-
oping countries throughout Africa, Asia, and
the Middle East. Its effect on healthcare in
these nations has been devastating.

In the face of this, the Smith amendment
would deny access to contraception and
condoms to some of our most valuable NGOs
reaching at-risk people of all ages.

What would the impact of this cutoff be?

Consider that access to contraceptives
would prevent an estimated 52 million unin-
tended pregnancies each year.

That, in turn, would prevent 22 million abor-
tions. It would also prevent 23 million un-
planned births; 142,000 pregnancy-related
deaths, and 1.4 million infant deaths.

Family planning helps women to have their
children during the healthiest times for both
mother and child. It has proved critical to the
reduction of infant mortality in numerous de-
veloping countries.

Contraceptive access is also critical to dis-
ease prevention. According to the WHO, the
leading cause of last year's 4.3 million new
HIV cases was unprotected sex. Access to
condoms is a matter of life and death.

And of those millions, how many were par-
ents? More than 13 million children under the
age of 15 have lost one or both parents to
AIDS. That is 12 percent of all the orphaned
children in the world—more than 10 million
children.

Cutting off the flow of contraceptives would
be an enormous step back for the health of
the world’s women, children and families. The
underlying bill before us takes a common-
sense approach to global health that will re-
duce unintended pregnancies and the need for
abortion. It will also help stop the spread of
HIV/AIDS and improve infant and child sur-
vival rates.

This amendment would take us in the oppo-
site direction. | urge all of my colleagues to
vote no on the Smith/Stupak amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey will be post-
poned.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed, in
the following order:

An amendment by Mrs. LOWEY of
New York.

An amendment by Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. LOWEY

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded

vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

the
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ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 201,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 533]

AYES—223
Abercrombie Giffords Moran (VA)
Ackerman Gilchrest Murphy (CT)
Allen Gillibrand Murphy, Patrick
Andrews Gonzalez Nadler
Arcuri Gordon Napolitano
Baga Granger Neal (MA)
Baird Green, Al Norton
Baldwin Green, Gene Oberstar
Barrow Grijalva Obey
Bean Gutierrez Olver
Becerra Hall (NY) Pallone
Berkley Hare Pascrell
Berman Harman Pastor
Berry Hastings (FL) Payne
Biggert Herseth Sandlin Pelosi
Bishop (GA) Higgins Perlmutter
Bishop (NY) Hill P
Blumenauer Hinchey Om eroy
L Price (NC)
Bono Hinojosa Pryce (OH)
Boswell Hirono Ramstad
Boucher Hobson
Boyd (FL) Hodes Rangel
Boyda (KS) Holt Reyes
Brady (PA) Honda Rodriguez
Braley (IA) Hooley Ross
Brown, Corrine Hoyer Rothman
Butterfield Inslee Roybal-Allard
Capito Israel Ruppersberger
Capps Jackson (IL) Rush
Capuano Jackson-Lee Ryan (OH)
Cardoza (TX) Salazar
Carnahan Jefferson Sanchez, Linda
Carney Johnson (GA) T.
Carson Johnson, E. B. Sarbanes
Castle Jones (OH) Schakowsky
Castor Kagen Schiff
Chandler Kennedy Schwartz
Christensen Kilpatrick Scott (GA)
Clarke Kind Scott (VA)
Clay Kirk Serrano
Cleaver Klein (FL) Sestak
Clyburn Kucinich Shays
Cohen Lampson Shea-Porter
Conyers Langevin Sherman
Cooper Lantos Sires
Costa Larsen (WA) Slaughter
Courtney Larson (CT) Smith (WA)
Crowley Lee ) Snyder
guellal'r Eevm . Solis
ummings ewis
Davis (CA) Loebsack gp ace
X pratt
Davis (IL) Lofgren, Zoe Stark
Dayvis, Tom Lowey S
. utton
DeFazio Lynch Tanner
DeGette Mahoney (FL) Tauscher
Delahunt Maloney (NY) Thompson (CA)
DeLauro Markey Th MS
Dent Matheson . ompson ( )
Dicks Matsui Tierney
Dingell McCarthy (NY) Towns
Doggett McCollum (MN) ~ Udall (CO)
Doyle McDermott Udall (NM)
Edwards McGovern Upton
Ellison McNerney Van Hollen
Emanuel McNulty Velazquez
Engel Meehan Visclosky
Eshoo Meek (FL) Walden (OR)
Etheridge Meeks (NY) Walz (MN)
Faleomavaega Michaud Wasserman
Farr Miller (NC) Schultz
Fattah Miller, George Waters
Filner Mitchell Watson
Frank (MA) Moore (KS) Watt
Frelinghuysen Moore (WI) Waxman

Welch (VT) Woolsey Wynn
Wexler Wu Yarmuth
NOES—201

Aderholt Gerlach Murtha
Akin Gillmor Musgrave
Alexander Gingrey Myrick
Altmire Gohmert Neugebauer
Bachmann Goode Nunes
Bachus Goodlatte Pearce
Baker Graves Pence
Barrett (SC) Hall (TX) Peterson (MN)
Bartlett (MD) Hastert Peterson (PA)
Barton (TX) Hastings (WA) Petri
Bilbray Hayes Pitts
Bilirakis Heller Platts
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Poe
Blackburn Herger Porter
Blunt Hoekstra Price (GA)
Boehner Holden Putnam
Boozman Hulshof Radanovich
Bordallo Inglis (SC) Rahall
Boren Issa Regula
Boustany Jindal Rehberg
Brady (TX) Johnson (IL) Reichert
Brown (SC) Johnson, Sam Renzi
Brown-Waite, Jones (NC) Reynolds

Ginny Jordan Rogers (AL)
Buchanan Kanjorski Rogers (KY)
Burgess Kaptur Rogers (MI)
Burton (IN) Keller Rohrabacher
Buyer Kildee Ros-Lehtinen
Calvert King (IA) Roskam
Camp (MI) King (NY) Royce
Campbell (CA) Kingston Ryan (WI)
Cannon Kline (MN) Sali
Cantor Knollenberg Saxton
Carter Kuhl (NY) Schmidt
Chabot LaHood Sensenbrenner
Coble Lamborn Sessions
Cole (OK) Latham Shadegg
Conaway LaTourette Shimkus
Costello Lewis (CA) Shuler
Crenshaw Lewis (KY) Shuster
Culberson Linder Skelton
Davis (KY) Lipinski Smith (NE)
Dayvis, David LoBiondo Smith (NJ)
Davis, Lincoln Lucas Smith (TX)
Deal (GA) Lungren, Daniel  Souder
Diaz-Balart, L. . Stearns
Diaz-Balart, M. Mack Stupak
Donnelly Manzullo Tancredo
Doolittle Marchant Taylor
Drake Marshall Terry
Dreier McCarthy (CA) Thornberry
Duncan McCaul (TX) Tiahrt
Ehlers McCotter Tiberi
Ellsworth McCrery Turner
Emerson McHenry Walberg
English (PA) McHugh Walsh (NY)
Everett McIntyre Wamp
Fallin McKeon Weldon (FL)
Feeney McMorris Weller
Ferguson Rodgers Westmoreland
Flake Melancon Whitfield
Forbes Mica Wicker
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Wilson (NM)
Fossella Miller (MI) Wilson (OH)
Foxx Miller, Gary Wilson (SC)
Franks (AZ) Mollohan Wolf
Gallegly Moran (KS) Young (AK)
Garrett (NJ) Murphy, Tim Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—14
Bonner Fortuno Sanchez, Loretta
Cramer Hunter Simpson
Cubin Ortiz Sullivan
Davis (AL) Paul Weiner
Davis, Jo Ann Pickering
[ 1825

Ms. FALLIN changed her vote from
‘“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. CONYERS and Ms.
SLAUGHTER changed their vote from
“no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW

JERSEY

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
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gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 205, noes 218,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 534]

AYES—205

Aderholt Gillmor Musgrave
AKkin Gingrey Myrick
Alexander Gohmert Neugebauer
Altmire Goode Nunes
Bachmann Goodlatte Oberstar
Bachus Granger Pearce
Baker Graves Pence
Barrett (SC) Hall (TX) Peterson (MN)
Bartlett (MD) Hastert Peterson (PA)
Barton (TX) Hastings (WA) Petri
Bilbray Hayes Pitts
Bilirakis Heller Platts
Bishop (UT) Hensarling Poe
Blackburn Herger Porter
Blunt Hobson Price (GA)
Boehner Hoekstra Putnam
Boozman Holden Radanovich
Bordallo Hulshof
Boren Inglis (SC) Rahall
Boustany Issa Regula
Brady (TX) Jindal Rehberg
Brown (SC) Johnson (IL) Relcbert
Brown-Waite, Johnson, Sam Renzi

Ginny Jones (NC) Reynolds
Buchanan Jordan Rogers (AL)
Burgess Kanjorski Rogers (KY)
Burton (IN) Kaptur Rogers (MI)
Buyer Keller Rohrabacher
Calvert Kildee Ros-Lehtinen
Camp (MI) King (IA) Roskam
Campbell (CA) King (NY) Royce
Cannon Kingston Ryan (WI)
Cantor Kline (MN) Sali
Capito Knollenberg Saxton
Carter Kuhl (NY) Schmidt
Chabot LaHood Sensenbrenner
Coble Lamborn Sessions
Cole (OK) Latham Shadegg
Conaway LaTourette Shimkus
Costello Lewis (CA) Shuler
Crenshaw Lewis (KY) Shuster
Culberson Linder Skelton
Davis (KY) Lipinski Smith (NE)
Davis, David LoBiondo Smith (NJ)
Davis, Lincoln Lucas Smith (TX)
Deal (GA) Lungren, Daniel Souder
Diaz-Balart, L. E. Stearns
Diaz-Balart, M. Mack Stupak
Donnelly Manzullo Tancredo
Doolittle Marchant Taylor
Drake Marshall Terry
Dreier McCarthy (CA) Thornberry
Duncan McCaul (TX) Tiahrt
Ehlers McCotter Tiberi
Ellsworth McCrery
Emerson McHenry Turner
English (PA) McHugh Upton
Everett McIntyre Walberg
Fallin McKeon Walsh (NY)
Feeney McMorris Wamp
Ferguson Rodgers Weldon (FL)
Flake Melancon Weller
Forbes Mica Westmoreland
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Wicker
Fossella Miller (MI) Wilson (NM)
Foxx Miller, Gary Wilson (OH)
Franks (AZ) Mollohan Wilson (SC)
Gallegly Moran (KS) Wolf
Garrett (NJ) Murphy, Tim Young (AK)
Gerlach Murtha Young (FL)

NOES—218

Abercrombie Allen Arcuri
Ackerman Andrews Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castle
Castor
Chandler
Christensen
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Faleomavaega
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gonzalez

Bonner
Cramer

Cubin

Davis, Jo Ann
Fortuno

Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Nadler
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Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Norton
Obey
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden (OR)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—14

Hunter

Ortiz

Paul

Pickering
Sanchez, Loretta

Simpson
Sullivan
Weiner
Whitfield

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN (during the vote).
Members are advised that there are 2

minutes remaining in this vote.

0 1832

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER

was allowed to speak out of order.)
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I have
had conversations with Mr. BLUNT and
I have also had conversations with Mr.
OBEY, and I want to tell the Members
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of the House that it would be my inten-
tion if we complete this bill and we can
complete the Legislative appropria-
tions bill tonight in the next 5% hours,
then it would be my intention that we
would not meet tomorrow.

I want all the Members to understand
that we will complete the Legislative
appropriations bill this week, but if we
can complete both of those bills to-
night, it would be my intention that
we would not be meeting tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

AFGHANISTAN

SEC. 623. Of the funds appropriated under
titles III and IV of this Act, not less than
$1,057,050,000 shall be made available for hu-
manitarian, reconstruction, and related as-
sistance for Afghanistan: Provided, That of
the funds made available pursuant to this
section, $3,000,000 should be made available
for reforestation activities: Provided further,
That funds made available pursuant to the
previous proviso should be matched, to the
maximum extent possible, with contribu-
tions from American and Afghan businesses:
Provided further, That of the funds allocated
for assistance for Afghanistan from this Act
not less than $75,000,000 shall be made avail-
able to support programs that directly ad-
dress the needs of Afghan women and girls,
including for the Afghan Independent Human
Rights Commission, the Afghan Ministry of
Women’s Affairs, and for women-led non-
profit organizations in Afghanistan.
NOTIFICATION ON EXCESS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT

SEC. 624. Prior to providing excess Depart-
ment of Defense articles in accordance with
section 516(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, the Department of Defense shall no-
tify the Committees on Appropriations to
the same extent and under the same condi-
tions as are other committees pursuant to
subsection (f) of that section: Provided, That
before issuing a letter of offer to sell excess
defense articles under the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, the Department of Defense shall no-
tify the Committees on Appropriations in ac-
cordance with the regular notification proce-
dures of such Committees if such defense ar-
ticles are significant military equipment (as
defined in section 47(9) of the Arms Export
Control Act) or are valued (in terms of origi-
nal acquisition cost) at $7,000,000 or more, or
if notification is required elsewhere in this
Act for the use of appropriated funds for spe-
cific countries that would receive such ex-
cess defense articles: Provided further, That
such Committees shall also be informed of
the original acquisition cost of such defense
articles.

GLOBAL FUND ACCOUNTABILITY

SEC. 625. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, 20 percent of the funds
that are appropriated by this Act for a con-
tribution to support the Global Fund to
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria (the
“Global Fund’’) shall be withheld from obli-
gation to the Global Fund until the Sec-
retary of State certifies to the Committees
on Appropriations that the Global Fund—

(1) is releasing incremental disbursements
only if grantees demonstrate progress
against clearly defined performance indica-
tors;

(2) is providing support and oversight to
country-level entities, such as country co-
ordinating mechanisms, principal recipients,
and Local Fund Agents (LFAs), to enable
them to fulfill their mandates;

(3) has a full-time, professional, inde-
pendent Office of Inspector General that is
fully operational;
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(4) requires LFAs to assess whether a prin-
cipal recipient has the capacity to oversee
the activities of sub-recipients;

(6) is making progress toward imple-
menting a reporting system that breaks
down grantee budget allocations by pro-
grammatic activity;

(6) has adopted a policy on the public re-
lease of documents produced by the Office of
the Inspector General;

(7) is tracking and encouraging the in-
volvement of civil society, including faith-
based organizations, in country coordinating
mechanisms and program implementation;
and

(8) has provided to the Secretary of State
a report on faith-based organizations as de-
scribed in subsection (b).

(b) The report referred to in subsection
(a)(8) is a report that provides a description
and assessment of grants and sub-grants pro-
vided by the Global Fund to faith-based or-
ganizations. The report shall include—

(1) on a county-by-country basis—

(A) a description of the amount of grants
and sub-grants provided to faith-based orga-
nizations; and

(B) an assessment of the extent to which
faith-based organizations have been or are
involved in the Country Coordinating Mecha-
nism (CCM) process of the Global Fund; and

(2) a description of actions the Global Fund
has taken and will take to enhance the in-
volvement of faith-based organizations in
the CCM process, particularly in countries in
which the involvement of faith-based organi-
zations has been underrepresented.

PROHIBITION ON BILATERAL ASSISTANCE TO

TERRORIST COUNTRIES

SEC. 626. (a) Funds appropriated for bilat-
eral assistance under any heading of this Act
and funds appropriated under any such head-
ing in a provision of law enacted prior to the
enactment of this Act, shall not be made
available to any country which the President
determines—

(1) grants sanctuary from prosecution to
any individual or group which has com-
mitted an act of international terrorism; or

(2) otherwise supports international ter-
rorism.

(b) The President may waive the applica-
tion of subsection (a) to a country if the
President determines that national security
or humanitarian reasons justify such waiver.
The President shall publish each waiver in
the Federal Register and, at least 15 days be-
fore the waiver takes effect, shall notify the
Committees on Appropriations of the waiver
(including the justification for the waiver) in
accordance with the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

DEBT-FOR-DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 627. In order to enhance the continued
participation of nongovernmental organiza-
tions in debt-for-development and debt-for-
nature exchanges, a nongovernmental orga-
nization which is a grantee or contractor of
the United States Agency for International
Development may place in interest bearing
accounts local currencies which accrue to
that organization as a result of economic as-
sistance provided under title III of this Act
and, subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions, any interest earned on such invest-
ment shall be used for the purpose for which
the assistance was provided to that organiza-
tion.

SEPARATE ACCOUNTS

SEC. 628. (a) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR
LocAL CURRENCIES.—

(1) If assistance is furnished to the govern-
ment of a foreign country under chapters 1
and 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part II of the
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Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 under agree-
ments which result in the generation of local
currencies of that country, the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development shall—

(A) require that local currencies be depos-
ited in a separate account established by
that government;

(B) enter into an agreement with that gov-
ernment which sets forth—

(i) the amount of the local currencies to be
generated; and

(ii) the terms and conditions under which
the currencies so deposited may be utilized,
consistent with this section; and

(C) establish by agreement with that gov-
ernment the responsibilities of the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment and that government to monitor and
account for deposits into and disbursements
from the separate account.

(2) USES OF LOCAL CURRENCIES.—As may be
agreed upon with the foreign government,
local currencies deposited in a separate ac-
count pursuant to subsection (a), or an
equivalent amount of local currencies, shall
be used only—

(A) to carry out chapter 1 or 10 of part I or
chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), for
such purposes as—

(i) project and sector assistance activities;
or

(ii) debt and deficit financing; or

(B) for the administrative requirements of
the United States Government.

(3) PROGRAMMING ACCOUNTABILITY.—The
United States Agency for International De-
velopment shall take all necessary steps to
ensure that the equivalent of the local cur-
rencies disbursed pursuant to subsection
(a)(2)(A) from the separate account estab-
lished pursuant to subsection (a)(1) are used
for the purposes agreed upon pursuant to
subsection (a)(2).

(4) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAMS.—Upon termination of assistance to a
country under chapter 1 or 10 of part I or
chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), any
unencumbered balances of funds which re-
main in a separate account established pur-
suant to subsection (a) shall be disposed of
for such purposes as may be agreed to by the
government of that country and the United
States Government.

(5) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Admin-
istrator of the United States Agency for
International Development shall report on
an annual basis as part of the justification
documents submitted to the Committees on
Appropriations on the use of local currencies
for the administrative requirements of the
United States Government as authorized in
subsection (a)(2)(B), and such report shall in-
clude the amount of local currency (and
United States dollar equivalent) used and/or
to be used for such purpose in each applica-
ble country.

(b) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR CASH TRANS-
FERS.—

(1) If assistance is made available to the
government of a foreign country, under
chapter 1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
cash transfer assistance or as non-project
sector assistance, that country shall be re-
quired to maintain such funds in a separate
account and not commingle them with any
other funds.

(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF
LAW.—Such funds may be obligated and ex-
pended notwithstanding provisions of law,
which are inconsistent with the nature of
this assistance including provisions which
are referenced in the Joint Explanatory
Statement of the Committee of Conference
accompanying House Joint Resolution 648
(House Report No. 98-1159).
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(3) NOTIFICATION.—At least 15 days prior to
obligating any such cash transfer or non-
project sector assistance, the President shall
submit a notification through the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations, which shall include a de-
tailed description of how the funds proposed
to be made available will be used, with a dis-
cussion of the United States interests that
will be served by the assistance (including,
as appropriate, a description of the economic
policy reforms that will be promoted by such
assistance).

(4) EXEMPTION.—Non-project sector assist-
ance funds may be exempt from the require-
ments of subsection (b)(1) only through the
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.

ENTERPRISE FUND RESTRICTIONS

SEC. 629. (a) Prior to the distribution of
any assets resulting from any liquidation,
dissolution, or winding up of an Enterprise
Fund, in whole or in part, the President shall
submit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions, in accordance with the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Ap-
propriations, a plan for the distribution of
the assets of the Enterprise Fund.

(b) Funds made available under titles II
through V of this Act for Enterprise Funds
shall be expended at the minimum rate nec-
essary to make timely payment for projects
and activities.

FINANCIAL MARKET ASSISTANCE

SEC. 630. Of the funds appropriated by this
Act under the headings “TRADE AND DE-
VELOPMENT AGENCY”, “DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE”, “TRANSITION INITIA-
TIVES”, “ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND”,
“INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE”, ‘“‘ASSISTANCE FOR THE
INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORMER
SOVIET UNION”, “NONPROLIFERATION,
ANTI-TERRORISM, DEMINING AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS”, and ‘“‘ASSISTANCE
FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND BALTIC
STATES”, not less than $40,000,000 should be
made available for building capital markets
and financial systems in countries eligible to
receive United States assistance.
AUTHORITIES FOR THE PEACE CORPS, INTER-

AMERICAN FOUNDATION AND AFRICAN DEVEL-

OPMENT FOUNDATION

SEC. 631. Unless expressly provided to the
contrary, provisions of this or any other Act,
including provisions contained in prior Acts
authorizing or making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs, shall not be construed to
prohibit activities authorized by or con-
ducted under the Peace Corps Act, the Inter-
American Foundation Act or the African De-
velopment Foundation Act. The agency shall
promptly report to the Committees on Ap-
propriations whenever it is conducting ac-
tivities or is proposing to conduct activities
in a country for which assistance is prohib-
ited.

IMPACT ON JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES

SEC. 632. None of the funds appropriated
under titles II through V of this Act may be
obligated or expended to provide—

(1) any financial incentive to a business en-
terprise currently located in the TUnited
States for the purpose of inducing such an
enterprise to relocate outside the United
States if such incentive or inducement is
likely to reduce the number of employees of
such business enterprise in the United States
because United States production is being re-
placed by such enterprise outside the United
States; or

(2) assistance for any program, project, or
activity that contributes to the violation of
internationally recognized workers rights, as
defined in section 507(4) of the Trade Act of
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1974, of workers in the recipient country, in-
cluding any designated zone or area in that
country: Provided, That the application of
section 507(4) (D) and (E) of such Act should
be commensurate with the level of develop-
ment of the recipient country and sector,
and shall not preclude assistance for the in-
formal sector in such country, micro and
small-scale enterprise, and smallholder agri-
culture.
SPECIAL AUTHORITIES

SEC. 633. (a) AFGHANISTAN, IRAQ, PAKISTAN,
LEBANON, MONTENEGRO, VICTIMS OF WAR, DIS-
PLACED CHILDREN, AND DISPLACED BUR-
MESE.—Funds appropriated by this Act that
are made available for assistance for Afghan-
istan may be made available notwith-
standing section 612 of this Act or any simi-
lar provision of law and section 660 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and funds ap-
propriated in titles IT and III of this Act that
are made available for Iraq, Lebanon, Monte-
negro, Pakistan, and for victims of war, dis-
placed children, and displaced Burmese, and
to assist victims of trafficking in persons
and, subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions, to combat such trafficking, may be
made available notwithstanding any other
provision of law.

(b) TROPICAL FORESTRY AND BIODIVERSITY
CONSERVATION  ACTIVITIES.—Funds appro-
priated by this Act to carry out the provi-
sions of sections 103 through 106, and chapter
4 of part II, of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 may be used, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, for the purpose of sup-
porting tropical forestry and biodiversity
conservation activities and energy programs
aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions:
Provided, That such assistance shall be sub-
ject to sections 116, 502B, and 620A of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

(c) PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACTORS.—
Funds appropriated by this Act to carry out
chapter 1 of part I, chapter 4 of part II, and
section 667 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, and title II of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, may
be used by the United States Agency for
International Development to employ up to
25 personal services contractors in the
United States, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, for the purpose of providing
direct, interim support for new or expanded
overseas programs and activities managed by
the agency until permanent direct hire per-
sonnel are hired and trained: Provided, That
not more than 10 of such contractors shall be
assigned to any bureau or office: Provided
further, That such funds appropriated to
carry out title II of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, may
be made available only for personal services
contractors assigned to the Office of Food for
Peace.

(d)(1) WAIVER.—The President may waive
the provisions of section 1003 of Public Law
100-204 if the President determines and cer-
tifies in writing to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President pro
tempore of the Senate that it is important to
the national security interests of the United
States.

(2) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—
Any waiver pursuant to paragraph (1) shall
be effective for no more than a period of 6
months at a time and shall not apply beyond
12 months after the enactment of this Act.

(e) SMALL BUSINESS.—In entering into mul-
tiple award indefinite-quantity contracts
with funds appropriated by this Act, the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment may provide an exception to the
fair opportunity process for placing task or-
ders under such contracts when the order is
placed with any category of small or small
disadvantaged business.
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(f) RECONSTITUTING CIVILIAN POLICE AU-
THORITY.—In providing assistance with funds
appropriated by this Act under section
660(b)(6) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, support for a nation emerging from in-
stability may be deemed to mean support for
regional, district, municipal, or other sub-
national entity emerging from instability, as
well as a nation emerging from instability.

(g) WORLD F0oOD PROGRAM.—Of the funds
managed by the Bureau for Democracy, Con-
flict, and Humanitarian Assistance of the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, from this or any other Act, not
less than $10,000,000 shall be made available
as a general contribution to the World Food
Program, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law.

(h) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—

(1) With respect to funds appropriated by
this Act that are available for assistance for
Pakistan, the President may waive the pro-
hibition on assistance contained in section
608 of this Act subject to the requirements
contained in section 1(b) of Public Law 107-
57, as amended, for a determination and cer-
tification, and consultation, by the Presi-
dent prior to the exercise of such waiver au-
thority.

(2) Section 612 of this Act and section
620(q) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
shall not apply with respect to assistance for
Pakistan from funds appropriated by this
Act.

(3) Notwithstanding the date contained in
section 6 of Public Law 107-57, as amended,
the provisions of sections 2 and 4 of that Act
shall remain in effect through the current
fiscal year.

(i) MIDDLE EAST FOUNDATION.—Of the funds
appropriated in this Act under the heading
“ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND” that are
available for the Middle East Partnership
Initiative, may be made available, including
as an endowment, notwithstanding any other
provision of law and following consultations
with the Committees on Appropriations, to
establish and operate a Middle East Founda-
tion, or any other similar entity, whose pur-
poses include to support democracy, govern-
ance, human rights, and the rule of law: Pro-
vided, That such funds may be made avail-
able to the Foundation only to the extent
that the Foundation has commitments from
sources other than the United States Gov-
ernment to at least match the funds pro-
vided under the authority of this subsection:
Provided further, That provisions contained
in section 201 of the Support for East Euro-
pean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (exclud-
ing the authorizations of appropriations pro-
vided in subsection (b) of that section and
the requirement that a majority of the mem-
bers of the board of directors be citizens of
the United States provided in subsection
(d)(3)(B) of that section) shall be deemed to
apply to any such foundation or similar enti-
ty referred to under this subsection, and to
funds made available to such entity, in order
to enable it to provide assistance for pur-
poses of this section: Provided further, That
prior to the initial obligation of funds for
any such foundation or similar entity pursu-
ant to the authorities of this subsection,
other than for administrative support, the
Secretary of State shall take steps to ensure,
on an ongoing basis, that any such funds
made available pursuant to such authorities
are not provided to or through any indi-
vidual or group that the management of the
foundation or similar entity knows or has
reason to believe, advocates, plans, sponsors,
or otherwise engages in terrorist activities:
Provided further, That section 629 of this Act
shall apply to any such foundation or similar
entity established pursuant to this sub-
section: Provided further, That the authority
of the Foundation, or any similar entity, to
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provide assistance shall cease to be effective
on September 30, 2010.

(j) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—The Foreign
Operations Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1990 (Public
Law 101-167) is amended—

(1) in section 599D (8 U.S.C. 1157 note)—

(A) in subsection(b)(3), before ‘2007 by
striking ‘“‘and”’, and after ‘2007 by insert-
ing, ‘‘and 2008,”” and

(B) in subsection (e), by striking <2007
each place it appears and inserting ‘2008"’;
and

(2) in section 599E (8 U.S.C. 1255 note) in
subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘2007’ and in-
serting ‘‘2008°.

ARAB LEAGUE BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL

SEC. 634. It is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) the Arab League boycott of Israel, and
the secondary boycott of American firms
that have commercial ties with Israel, is an
impediment to peace in the region and to
United States investment and trade in the
Middle East and North Africa;

(2) the Arab League boycott, which was re-
grettably reinstated in 1997, should be imme-
diately and publicly terminated, and the
Central Office for the Boycott of Israel im-
mediately disbanded;

(3) all Arab League states should normalize
relations with their neighbor Israel;

(4) the President and the Secretary of
State should continue to vigorously oppose
the Arab League boycott of Israel and find
concrete steps to demonstrate that opposi-
tion by, for example, taking into consider-
ation the participation of any recipient
country in the boycott when determining to
sell weapons to said country; and

(5) the President should report to Congress
annually on specific steps being taken by the
United States to encourage Arab League
states to normalize their relations with
Israel to bring about the termination of the
Arab League boycott of Israel, including
those to encourage allies and trading part-
ners of the United States to enact laws pro-
hibiting businesses from complying with the
boycott and penalizing businesses that do
comply.

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE

SEC. 635. (a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH NON-
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Restric-
tions contained under titles II through V of
this or any other Act with respect to assist-
ance for a country shall not be construed to
restrict assistance in support of programs of
nongovernmental organizations from funds
appropriated by this Act to carry out the
provisions of chapters 1, 10, 11, and 12 of part
I and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, and from funds appro-
priated under the heading ‘“ASSISTANCE
FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE BALTIC
STATES”: Provided, That before using the
authority of this subsection to furnish as-
sistance in support of programs of non-
governmental organizations, the President
shall notify the Committees on Appropria-
tions under the regular notification proce-
dures of those committees, including a de-
scription of the program to be assisted, the
assistance to be provided, and the reasons for
furnishing such assistance: Provided further,
That nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to alter any existing statutory prohi-
bitions against abortion or involuntary
sterilizations contained in this or any other
Act.

(b) PuBLIC LAW 480.—During fiscal year
2008, restrictions contained in this or any
other Act with respect to assistance for a
country shall not be construed to restrict as-
sistance under the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954: Provided,
That none of the funds appropriated to carry
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out title I of such Act and made available
pursuant to this subsection may be obligated
or expended except as provided through the
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not
apply—

(1) with respect to section 620A of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 or any com-
parable provision of law prohibiting assist-
ance to countries that support international
terrorism; or

(2) with respect to section 116 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 or any com-
parable provision of law prohibiting assist-
ance to the government of a country that
violates internationally recognized human
rights.

RESERVATIONS OF FUNDS

SEC. 636. (a) Funds appropriated under ti-
tles II through V of this Act which are spe-
cifically designated may be reprogrammed
for other programs within the same account
notwithstanding the designation if compli-
ance with the designation is made impossible
by operation of any provision of this or any
other Act: Provided, That any such re-
programming shall be subject to the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations: Provided further, That as-
sistance that is reprogrammed pursuant to
this subsection shall be made available
under the same terms and conditions as
originally provided.

(b) In addition to the authority contained
in subsection (a), the original period of avail-
ability of funds appropriated by this Act and
administered by the United States Agency
for International Development that are spe-
cifically designated for particular programs
or activities by this or any other Act shall
be extended for an additional fiscal year if
the Administrator of such agency determines
and reports promptly to the Committees on
Appropriations that the termination of as-
sistance to a country or a significant change
in circumstances makes it unlikely that
such designated funds can be obligated dur-
ing the original period of availability: Pro-
vided, That such designated funds that are
continued available for an additional fiscal
year shall be obligated only for the purpose
of such designation.

CEILINGS AND DESIGNATED FUNDING LEVELS

SEC. 637. Ceilings and specifically des-
ignated funding levels contained in this Act
shall not be applicable to funds or authori-
ties appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by any subsequent Act unless such Act
specifically so directs: Provided, That specifi-
cally designated funding levels or minimum
funding requirements contained in any other
Act shall not be applicable to funds appro-
priated by this Act.

PROHIBITION ON PUBLICITY OR PROPAGANDA

SEC. 638. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity
or propaganda purposes within the United
States not authorized before the date of the
enactment of this Act by the Congress: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $25,000 may be
made available to carry out the provisions of
section 316 of Public Law 96-533.

PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO UNITED NATIONS
MEMBERS

SEC. 639. None of the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to titles II through
V of this Act for carrying out the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, may be used to pay in
whole or in part any assessments, arrear-
ages, or dues of any member of the United
Nations or, from funds appropriated by this
Act to carry out chapter 1 of part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the costs for
participation of another country’s delegation
at international conferences held under the
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auspices of multilateral or international or-

ganizations.

NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS—
DOCUMENTATION

SEC. 640. None of the funds appropriated or
made available pursuant to titles II through
V of this Act shall be available to a non-
governmental organization which fails to
provide upon timely request any document,
file, or record necessary to the auditing re-
quirements of the United States Agency for
International Development.

PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN GOV-
ERNMENTS THAT EXPORT LETHAL MILITARY
EQUIPMENT TO COUNTRIES SUPPORTING
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM
SEC. 641. (a) None of the funds appropriated

or otherwise made available by titles II

through V of this Act may be available to

any foreign government which provides le-
thal military equipment to a country the
government of which the Secretary of State
has determined is a terrorist government for
purposes of section 6(j) of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979. The prohibition under
this section with respect to a foreign govern-
ment shall terminate 12 months after that
government ceases to provide such military
equipment. This section applies with respect
to lethal military equipment provided under

a contract entered into after October 1, 1997.
(b) Assistance restricted by subsection (a)

or any other similar provision of law, may be

furnished if the President determines that
furnishing such assistance is important to
the national interests of the United States.

(c) Whenever the waiver authority of sub-
section (b) is exercised, the President shall
submit to the appropriate Congressional
committees a report with respect to the fur-
nishing of such assistance. Any such report
shall include a detailed explanation of the
assistance to be provided, including the esti-
mated dollar amount of such assistance, and
an explanation of how the assistance fur-
thers United States national interests.
WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE FOR PARKING

FINES AND REAL PROPERTY TAXES OWED BY

FOREIGN COUNTRIES

SEC. 642. (a) Subject to subsection (c), of
the funds appropriated under titles II
through V of this Act that are made avail-
able for assistance for a foreign country, an
amount equal to 110 percent of the total
amount of the unpaid fully adjudicated park-
ing fines and penalties and unpaid property
taxes owed by the central government of
such country shall be withheld from obliga-
tion for assistance for the central govern-
ment of such country until the Secretary of
State submits a certification to the appro-
priate congressional committees stating
that such parking fines and penalties and un-
paid property taxes are fully paid.

(b) Funds withheld from obligation pursu-
ant to subsection (a) may be made available
for other programs or activities funded by
this Act, after consultation with and subject
to the regular notification procedures of the
appropriate congressional committees, pro-
vided that no such funds shall be made avail-
able for assistance for the central govern-
ment of a foreign country that has not paid
the total amount of the fully adjudicated
parking fines and penalties and unpaid prop-
erty taxes owed by such country.

(¢) Subsection (a) shall not include
amounts that have been withheld under any
other provision of law.

(d)(1) The Secretary of State may waive
the requirements set forth in subsection (a)
with respect to parking fines and penalties
no sooner than 60 days from the date of en-
actment of this Act, or at any time with re-
spect to a particular country, if the Sec-
retary determines that it is in the national
interests of the United States to do so.
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(2) The Secretary of State may waive the
requirements set forth in subsection (a) with
respect to the unpaid property taxes if the
Secretary of State determines that it is in
the national interests of the United States
to do so.

(e) Not later than six months after the ini-
tial exercise of the waiver authority in sub-
section (d), the Secretary of State, after con-
sultations with the City of New York, shall
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations describing a strategy, including a
timetable and steps currently being taken,
to collect the parking fines and penalties and
unpaid property taxes and interest owed by
nations receiving foreign assistance under
this Act.

(f) In this section:

(1) The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees” means the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives.

(2) The term ‘‘fully adjudicated’ includes
circumstances in which the person to whom
the vehicle is registered—

(A)(1) has not responded to the parking vio-
lation summons; or (ii) has not followed the
appropriate adjudication procedure to chal-
lenge the summons; and

(B) the period of time for payment of or
challenge to the summons has lapsed.

(3) The term ‘‘parking fines and penalties’
means parking fines and penalties—

(A) owed to—

(i) the District of Columbia; or

(ii) New York, New York; and

(B) incurred during the period April 1, 1997,
through September 30, 2007.

(4) The term ‘‘unpaid property taxes”
means the amount of unpaid taxes and inter-
est determined to be owed by a foreign coun-
try on real property in the District of Co-
lumbia or New York, New York in a court
order or judgment entered against such
country by a court of the United States or
any State or subdivision thereof.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE PLO FOR

THE WEST BANK AND GAZA

SEC. 643. None of the funds appropriated
under titles II through V of this Act may be
obligated for assistance for the Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO) for the West
Bank and Gaza unless the President has ex-
ercised the authority under section 604(a) of
the Middle East Peace Facilitation Act of
1995 (title VI of Public Law 104-107) or any
other legislation to suspend or make inappli-
cable section 307 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 and that suspension is still in ef-
fect: Provided, That if the President fails to
make the certification under section 604(b)(2)
of the Middle East Peace Facilitation Act of
1995 or to suspend the prohibition under
other legislation, funds appropriated by this
Act may not be obligated for assistance for
the Palestine Liberation Organization for
the West Bank and Gaza.

WAR CRIMES TRIBUNALS DRAWDOWN

SEC. 644. If the President determines that
doing so will contribute to a just resolution
of charges regarding genocide or other viola-
tions of international humanitarian law, the
President may direct a drawdown pursuant
to section 552(c) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 of up to $30,000,000 of commodities
and services for the United Nations War
Crimes Tribunal established with regard to
the former Yugoslavia by the United Nations
Security Council or such other tribunals or
commissions as the Council may establish or
authorize to deal with such violations, with-
out regard to the ceiling limitation con-
tained in paragraph (2) thereof: Provided,
That the determination required under this
section shall be in lieu of any determinations
otherwise required under section 552(c): Pro-
vided further, That the drawdown made under
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this section for any tribunal shall not be
construed as an endorsement or precedent
for the establishment of any standing or per-
manent international criminal tribunal or
court: Provided further, That funds made
available for tribunals other than Yugo-
slavia, Rwanda, or the Special Court for Si-
erra Leone shall be made available subject to
the regular notification procedures of the
Committees on Appropriations.
LANDMINES
SEC. 645. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, demining equipment available to
the United States Agency for International
Development and the Department of State
and used in support of the clearance of land-
mines and unexploded ordnance for humani-
tarian purposes may be disposed of on a
grant basis in foreign countries, subject to
such terms and conditions as the President
may prescribe.
RESTRICTIONS CONCERNING THE PALESTINIAN
AUTHORITY
SEC. 646. None of the funds appropriated
under titles II through V of this Act may be
obligated or expended to create in any part
of Jerusalem a new office of any department
or agency of the United States Government
for the purpose of conducting official United
States Government business with the Pales-
tinian Authority over Gaza and Jericho or
any successor Palestinian governing entity
provided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of
Principles: Provided, That this restriction
shall not apply to the acquisition of addi-
tional space for the existing Consulate Gen-
eral in Jerusalem: Provided further, That
meetings between officers and employees of
the United States and officials of the Pales-
tinian Authority, or any successor Pales-
tinian governing entity provided for in the
Israel-PLO Declaration of Principles, for the
purpose of conducting official United States
Government business with such authority
should continue to take place in locations
other than Jerusalem. As has been true in
the past, officers and employees of the
United States Government may continue to
meet in Jerusalem on other subjects with
Palestinians (including those who now oc-
cupy positions in the Palestinian Authority),
have social contacts, and have incidental
discussions.
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENT OF CERTAIN
EXPENSES
SEC. 647. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available under titles IIT or
IV of this Act under the heading “INTER-
NATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING” or “FOREIGN MILITARY FI-
NANCING PROGRAM” for Informational
Program activities or under the headings
“CHILD SURVIVAL AND HEALTH PRO-
GRAMS FUND”, “DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE”, and “ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND”
may be obligated or expended to pay for—
(1) alcoholic beverages; or
(2) entertainment expenses for activities
that are substantially of a recreational char-
acter, including but not limited to entrance
fees at sporting events, theatrical and musi-
cal productions, and amusement parks.
HAITI
SEC. 648. (a) The Government of Haiti shall
be eligible to purchase defense articles and
services under the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.), for the Coast Guard.
(b) Of the funds appropriated by this act
under titles III and IV, not less than
$201,5684,000 shall be available for assistance
for Haiti: Provided, That not less than the
following amounts of funds appropriated by
this Act under the following heading shall be
made available—
(1) $20,000,000 from ‘“CHILD SURVIVAL
AND HEALTH PROGRAMS FUND”’;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(2) $25,000,000 from “DEVELOPMENT AS-
SISTANCE”’;

(3) $83,000,000 from
INITIATIVE”;

(4) $63,394,000 from “ECONOMIC SUPPORT
FUND”;

(5) $9,000,000 from “INTERNATIONAL
NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW EN-
FORCEMENT"”;

(6) $990,000 from “FOREIGN MILITARY FI-
NANCING PROGRAM”’; and

(7) $200,000 from “INTERNATIONAL MILI-
TARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING.

(c) None of the funds made available in this
Act under the heading “INTERNATIONAL
NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW EN-
FORCEMENT” may be used to transfer ex-
cess weapons, ammunition or other lethal
property of an agency of the United States
Government to the Government of Haiti for
use by the Haitian National Police until the
Secretary of State certifies to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations that:

(1) the United Nations Mission in Haiti has
carried out the vetting of the senior levels of
the Haitian National Police and has ensured
that those credibly alleged to have com-
mitted serious crimes, including drug traf-
ficking and human rights violations, have
been suspended; and

(2) the Haitian National Government is co-
operating in a reform and restructuring plan
for the Haitian National Police and the re-
form of the judicial system as called for in
United Nations Security Council Resolution
1608 adopted on June 22, 2005.

COLOMBIA

SEC. 649. (a) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR
ASSISTANCE FOR COLOMBIA.—Of the funds ap-
propriated in titles III and IV of this Act,
not more than $530,608,000 shall be available
for assistance for Colombia: Provided, That
not more than $49,500,000 shall be available
from funds appropriated by this Act under
the headings “FOREIGN MILITARY FI-
NANCING PROGRAM” and “INTER-
NATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING” for assistance for Colombia:
Provided further, That not less than
$22,250,000 shall be available for rule of law
activities from funds appropriated by this
Act under the heading “INTERNATIONAL
NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW EN-
FORCEMENT"’: Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated by this act under the
heading “‘ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND”’, not
less than $218,500,000 shall be apportioned di-
rectly to the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development (USAID) for alter-
native development/institution building and
sustainable development programs, of which
not less than $15,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for economic development activities in
Afro-Colombian and indigenous commu-
nities, in consultation with Afro-Colombian
and indigenous authorities and community
members: Provided further, That with respect
to funds apportioned to USAID under the
previous proviso, the responsibility for pol-
icy decisions for the use of such funds, in-
cluding what activities will be funded and
the amount of funds that will be provided for
each of those activities, shall be the respon-
sibility of the Administrator of USAID in
consultation with the Assistant Secretary of
State for International Narcotics and Law
Enforcement Affairs: Provided further, That
with respect to funds apportioned to USAID
under the third proviso of this section, not
less than $16,500,000 shall be available for ju-
dicial reform programs in Colombia; not less
than $8,250,000 shall be made available for as-
sistance for organizations and programs to
protect human rights; and not less than
$5,000,000 shall be made available for assist-
ance for the Fiscalia: Provided further, That
funds made available to furnish assistance to

“GLOBAL HIV/AIDS
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the Government of Colombia in this Act and
prior year Acts making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs, may be used (1) to support a
unified campaign against narcotics traf-
ficking and terrorist organizations and ac-
tivities; and (2) to take actions to protect
human health and welfare in emergency cir-
cumstances, including undertaking rescue
operations: Provided further, That the au-
thority contained in the previous proviso
shall cease to be effective if the Secretary of
State has credible evidence that the Colom-
bian Government is not conducting vigorous
operations to restore government authority
and respect for human rights in areas under
the effective control of paramilitary, illegal
self-defense groups, illegal security coopera-
tives, or other criminal and guerrilla organi-
zations: Provided further, That the President
shall ensure that if any helicopter procured
with funds in this Act or prior Acts making
appropriations for foreign operations, export
financing, and related programs, is used to
aid or abet the operations of any illegal self-
defense group or illegal security cooperative,
such helicopter shall be immediately re-
turned to the United States.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE
PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY

SEC. 650. (a) PROHIBITION OF FUNDS.—None
of the funds appropriated by this Act to
carry out the provisions of chapter 4 of part
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 may
be obligated or expended with respect to pro-
viding funds to the Palestinian Authority.

(b) WAIVER.—The prohibition included in
subsection (a) shall not apply if the Presi-
dent certifies in writing to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives and the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate that waiving
such prohibition is important to the national
security interests of the United States.

(c) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—
Any waiver pursuant to subsection (b) shall
be effective for no more than a period of 6
months at a time and shall not apply beyond
12 months after the enactment of this Act.

(d) REPORT.—Whenever the waiver author-
ity pursuant to subsection (b) is exercised,
the President shall submit a report to the
Committees on Appropriations detailing the
steps the Palestinian Authority has taken to
arrest terrorists, confiscate weapons and dis-
mantle the terrorist infrastructure. The re-
port shall also include a description of how
funds will be spent and the accounting proce-
dures in place to ensure that they are prop-
erly disbursed.

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO SECURITY
FORCES

SEC. 651. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be provided to any unit of
the security forces of a foreign country if the
Secretary of State has credible evidence that
such unit has committed gross violations of
human rights, unless the Secretary deter-
mines and reports to the Committees on Ap-
propriations that the government of such
country is taking effective measures to bring
the responsible members of the security
forces unit to justice: Provided, That nothing
in this section shall be construed to withhold
funds made available under titles II through
V of this Act from any unit of the security
forces of a foreign country not credibly al-
leged to be involved in gross violations of
human rights: Provided further, That in the
event that funds are withheld from any unit
pursuant to this section, the Secretary of
State shall promptly inform the foreign gov-
ernment of the basis for such action and
shall, to the maximum extent practicable,
assist the foreign government in taking ef-
fective measures to bring the responsible
members of the security forces to justice.
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FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING REPORT

SEC. 652. The annual foreign military
training report required by section 656 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall be sub-
mitted by the Secretary of Defense and the
Secretary of State to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate by the date specified in that
section.

AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT

SEC. 6563. Funds appropriated by this Act,
except funds appropriated under the head-
ings “TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGEN-
CY”, “OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT
CORPORATION”, and “GLOBAL HIV/AIDS
INITIATIVE”, may be obligated and ex-
pended notwithstanding section 10 of Public
Law 91-672 and section 15 of the State De-
partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956.

LIBYA

SEC. 654. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to carry out any dip-
lomatic operations in Libya or accept the
credentials of any representative of the Gov-
ernment of Libya until such time as the
President certifies to Congress that Libya
has taken irrevocable steps to pay, in its en-
tirety, the total amount of the settlement
commitment of $10,000,000 to the surviving
families of each descendent of Pan Am
Flight 103 and certifies to Congress that
Libya will continue to work in good faith to
resolve the outstanding cases of United
States victims of terrorism sponsored or sup-
ported by Libya, including the settlement of
the La Belle Discotheque bombing.

PALESTINIAN STATEHOOD

SEC. 655. (a) LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE.—
None of the funds appropriated under titles
IT through V of this Act may be provided to
support a Palestinian state unless the Sec-
retary of State determines and certifies to
the appropriate congressional committees
that—

(1) a new leadership of a Palestinian gov-
erning entity has been democratically elect-
ed through credible and competitive elec-
tions;

(2) the elected governing entity of a new
Palestinian state—

(A) has demonstrated a firm commitment
to peaceful co-existence with the State of
Israel;

(B) is taking appropriate measures to
counter terrorism and terrorist financing in
the West Bank and Gaza, including the dis-
mantling of terrorist infrastructures;

(C) is establishing a new Palestinian secu-
rity entity that is cooperative with appro-
priate Israeli and other appropriate security
organizations; and

(3) the Palestinian Authority (or the gov-
erning body of a new Palestinian state) is
working with other countries in the region
to vigorously pursue efforts to establish a
just, lasting, and comprehensive peace in the
Middle East that will enable Israel and an
independent Palestinian state to exist within
the context of full and normal relationships,
which should include—

(A) termination of all claims or states of
belligerency;

(B) respect for and acknowledgement of the
sovereignty, territorial integrity, and polit-
ical independence of every state in the area
through measures including the establish-
ment of demilitarized zones;

(C) their right to live in peace within se-
cure and recognized boundaries free from
threats or acts of force;

(D) freedom of navigation through inter-
national waterways in the area; and

(E) a framework for achieving a just settle-
ment of the refugee problem.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the newly-elected governing
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entity should enact a constitution assuring
the rule of law, an independent judiciary,
and respect for human rights for its citizens,
and should enact other laws and regulations
assuring transparent and accountable gov-
ernance.

(c) WAIVER.—The President may waive sub-
section (a) if he determines that it is vital to
the national security interests of the United
States to do so.

(d) EXEMPTION.—The restriction in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to assistance in-
tended to help reform the Palestinian Au-
thority and affiliated institutions, or a
newly-elected governing entity, in order to
help meet the requirements of subsection (a),
consistent with the provisions of section 650
of this Act (‘‘Limitation on Assistance to the
Palestinian Authority’’).

LIMITATIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO COLOMBIA

SEC. 656. (a) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS FOR
ASSISTANCE TO THE COLOMBIAN ARMED
FORCES.—

(1) REQUIREMENT TO WITHHOLD ASSISTANCE
FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, of the funds appropriated by this
Act under the headings “ANDEAN
COUNTERDRUG INITIATIVE” and “FOR-
EIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM”
that are available for assistance for the Co-
lombian Armed Forces—

(A) 25 percent of such funds under each
such heading shall be withheld from obliga-
tion until the Secretary of State consults
with, and submits a written certification to
the Committees on Appropriations that the
Government of Colombia has met the re-
quirements described in subparagraphs (A)
through (D) of paragraph (2); and

(B) An additional 15 percent of such funds
under each such heading shall be withheld
from obligation until July 31, 2008, and shall
only be obligated after the Secretary of
State consults with, and submits a written
certification to, the Committees on Appro-
priations that, the Government of Colombia
is continuing to meet the requirements de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (D) of
paragraph (2) and has met the requirements
described in subparagraphs (E) and (F) of
such paragraph.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) are as follows:

(A) The Commander General of the Colom-
bian Armed Forces is suspending from the
Colombian Armed Forces those members, of
whatever rank, who, according to the Min-
ister of Defense or the Procuraduria General
de la Nacion, have been credibly alleged to
have committed gross violations of human
rights, including extra-judicial killings, or
to have aided or abetted paramilitary orga-
nizations.

(B) The Government of Colombia is inves-
tigating and prosecuting, in the civilian jus-
tice system, those members of the Colom-
bian Armed Forces, of whatever rank, who
have been credibly alleged to have com-
mitted human rights violations, including
extra-judicial killings, torture, or attacks
against human rights defenders, or to have
aided or abetted paramilitary organizations
or successor armed groups, is suspending
such members during the course of investiga-
tion, and is promptly punishing those mem-
bers of the Colombian Armed Forces found to
have committed such violations of human
rights or to have aided or abetted para-
military organizations or successor armed
groups.

(C) The Colombian Armed Forces have
made demonstrable efforts to cooperate fully
with civilian prosecutors and judicial au-
thorities in cases referred to in subparagraph
(B) (including providing requested informa-
tion, such as the identity of persons sus-
pended from the Armed Forces and the na-
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ture and cause of the suspension, and access
to witnesses, relevant military documents,
and other requested information).

(D) The Government of Colombia is ensur-
ing that the Colombian Armed Forces are
not violating the land and property rights of
Colombia’s indigenous and Afro-Colombian
communities, and that the Colombian Armed
Forces are appropriately distinguishing be-
tween civilians, including displaced persons,
and combatants in their operations.

(E) The Colombian Armed Forces have
made substantial progress in and are sev-
ering links (including denying access to mili-
tary intelligence, vehicles, and other equip-
ment or supplies, and ceasing other forms of
active or tacit cooperation) at all levels,
with paramilitary organizations or successor
armed groups, especially in regions in which
such organizations have or had a significant
presence.

(F) The civilian judicial authorities of the
Government of Colombia are making demon-
strable progress in dismantling paramilitary
leadership and financial networks by arrest-
ing and vigorously prosecuting under civil-
ian criminal law individuals who have pro-
vided financial, planning, or logistical sup-
port, or have otherwise aided or abetted
paramilitary organizations or successor
armed groups, by identifying and confis-
cating land and other assets illegally ac-
quired by paramilitary organizations or
their associates and returning such land or
assets to their rightful owners, by revoking
reduced sentences for demobilized
paramilitaries who engage in new criminal
activity, and by arresting, prosecuting under
civilian criminal law, and when requested,
promptly extraditing to the United States,
new, re-armed, and non-demobilized mem-
bers of successor groups, especially in re-
gions in which these networks have or had a
significant presence.

(3) CERTAIN FUNDS EXEMPTED.—The require-
ment to withhold funds from obligation pur-
suant to subparagraphs (A) and (B) of para-
graph (1) shall not apply with respect to
funds made available under the heading
“ANDEAN COUNTERDRUG INITIATIVE”
for continued support for the Critical Flight
Safety Program or any alternative develop-
ment programs in Colombia administered by
the Bureau of International Narcotics and
Law Enforcement Affairs of the Department
of State.

(4) REPORT.—At the time the Secretary of
State submits the certifications required by
paragraph (1)(A) and (1)(B) of this subsection,
the Secretary shall also submit to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations a report that con-
tains, with respect to each such paragraph, a
detailed description of the specific actions
taken by both the Colombian Government
and Colombian Armed Forces which supports
each requirement of the certification, and
the cases or issues brought to the attention
of the Secretary for which the response or
action taken by the Colombian Government
or Armed Forces has been inadequate.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Funds
made available by this Act for the Colom-
bian Armed Forces shall be subject to the
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

(c) CONSULTATIVE PROCESS.—Not later than
60 days after the date of enactment of this
Act, and every 90 days thereafter until Sep-
tember 30, 2010, the Secretary of State shall
consult with internationally recognized
human rights organizations regarding
progress in meeting the requirements con-
tained in subsection (a)(2).

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) AIDED OR ABETTED.—The term ‘‘aided or
abetted” means to provide any support to
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paramilitary or successor armed groups, in-
cluding taking actions which allow, facili-
tate, or otherwise foster the activities of
such groups.

(2) PARAMILITARY GROUPS.—The term
“paramilitary groups’ means illegal self-de-
fense groups and illegal security coopera-
tives, including those groups and coopera-
tives that have formerly demobilized but
continue illegal operations, as well as parts
thereof.

PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE

PALESTINIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION

SEC. 657. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to provide equipment, technical sup-
port, consulting services, or any other form
of assistance to the Palestinian Broadcasting
Corporation.

SUPPORT OF PEACE PROCESS AND
DEMOBILIZATION IN COLOMBIA

SEC. 658. (a) ASSISTANCE FOR DEMOBILIZA-
TION AND DISARMAMENT OF FORMER IRREG-
ULAR COMBATANTS IN COLOMBIA.—(1) Of the
funds appropriated in title III of this Act
under the heading ‘“‘ECONOMIC SUPPORT
FUND”, up to $23,000,000 shall be available
for assistance for the demobilization and full
dismantlement of foreign terrorist organiza-
tions in Colombia in accordance with the
funding designations contained in paragraph
(2) and, in the case of assistance under para-
graph (2)(D), the certification requirements
contained in paragraph (3).

(2) FUNDING DESIGNATION.—Of the funds
made available pursuant to paragraph (1)—

(A) $10,000,000 shall be made available to
support the Justice and Peace and Human
Rights Units of the Fiscalia for implementa-
tion of the Justice and Peace Law;

(B) not less than $5,000,000 shall be made
available to support the Fiscalia,
Procuraduria, or Defensoria for establish-
ment of a victims’ protection program;

(C) not less than $3,000,000 shall be made
available to the Defensoria to support legal
representation of victims as required by the
Justice and Peace Law; and

(D) up to $5,000,000 shall be made available
for assistance for the demobilization, disar-
mament, and reintegration of former mem-
bers of foreign terrorist organizations (FTOs)
in Colombia, specifically the United Self-De-
fense Forces of Colombia (AUC), the Revolu-
tionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC)
and the National Liberation Army (ELN), if
the Secretary of State submits a certifi-
cation described in paragraph (3) to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations prior to the ini-
tial obligation of amounts for such assist-
ance.

(3) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
quired by paragraph (2)(D) is a certification
that—

(A) assistance for the fiscal year will be
provided only for individuals who:

(i) have verifiably renounced and termi-
nated any affiliation or involvement with
FTOs or other illegal armed groups;

(ii) are meeting all the requirements of the
Colombia Demobilization Program, includ-
ing having fully and truthfully disclosed
their involvement in past 